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INTRODUCTION

During the 1998 Missouri Legidative sesson, the passage of Senate Bill 781 authorized the
esablisiment of charter schools within the boundaries of Kansas City and St. Louis school
digricts. Thishill contained a requirement for a State eva uation of the charter schools:

Section 160410 RSMo requires the Missouri Department of Elementary and
Secondary Education to commisson a study of the performance of charter
dudents a each charter school in comparison with a comparable group of
students, as wel as study the impact of charter schools on the didrict in which
they are located.

The Missouri Depatment of Elementary and Secondary Educetion released a Request for
Proposal in a competitive procurement process. A sx-month contract for the Charter School
Performance Study was awarded to Research & Training Associates, Inc., Overland Park,
Kansas, with a subcontract to V. Robinson & Company, Inc., Kansas City, Missouri.

The legidation and RFP specified that the evauation provide the following information:

1. The peformance of charter dudents a each chater school in comparison with a
comparable group of students;

2. Information that would dlow parents and educators to make a vaid comparison of
academic performance between charter school students and a group of students
comparable to those enrolled in charter schools;

3. Changesin digrict policy and procedures atributable to the charter schools; and

4. Perceived changes in attitudes and expectations on the part of district personnd, school
board members, parents, sudents, the business community, and other education
stakeholders.

The reaults of the Sx-month evauation efforts are presented in this report. The sections of the
report include the research design; a description of charter schools from a higtorica and nationd
perspective; an overview and brief description of the Kansas City charter schools;, a description
of implementation chdlenges from the perspective of charter school adminigtrators and charter
school board members, attitudes about and expectations for charter schools from the perspective
of the Kansas City Missouri School Didtrict (KCMSD), the KCMSD school board members, and
busness and community members, basdine dudent achievement, and concluson and
recommendations.



RESEARCH DESIGN

Smilar to mogt evauations of educationd reform efforts, the Charter School Performance Study
is nonexpeimentd in desgn. Key dements required for the conduct of an experimentdly
desgned sudy are (1) random assignment of sudents and teachers and (2) a clearly defined
“trestment” varidble tha is provided to the experimenta group and withheld from the control
group. Nether of these experimental conditions is present for the Charter School Performance
Study. Lacking random assignment of subjects, issues of sdf-sdection are methodologicaly
addressed in non-experimental design through (1) attempts to identify a comparison group by
matching on important variables or (2) obtaning messures of the theoreticdly important
vaiables on which groups are thought to differ and adjusting for initid differences through
datistica and/or modeling techniques.

The more difficult issue to resolve in the desgn of an evaudion of charter schoals is the issue of
the dusve independent variable. Agde from theoretical discussons of the expected impact of
chater schools in cresting a competitive market in education that forces public schools to
improve or closg, little consensus exids about the precise ways in which charter schools differ
from public schools—and how those differences trandate into improved student achievement.
Since charter boards are free to sdect which aspects of schooling they believe are effective,
chater schools vary widdy in the design of their “treetment” and may have little in common
other than their designation as charter schools.

The Charter School Performance Study was designed to meet characteristics of a high-qudity
non-experimenta sudy. Among these characterigtics are the following:

1. The study $ould be conducted a the most meaningful leve of andyss. In this case, the
individud dudent leve is the most gppropriate level a which notions of “like’ dudents
should be compared.

2. The gudy should meassure and andyticdly adjust for initid differences among students.
To do 0 requires measures of gender, raceethnicity, digibility for free or reduced price
lunch (i.e, poverty), and exigence of an Individuad Education Plan (i.e, paticipation in
Specid Education Services) for each sudent. Prior measures of achievement (eg.,
Norma Curve Equivdent scores from a nationdly standardized test) or indicators of
English as a Second Language can additionaly improve study qudity.

3. In addition to obtaning individud <sudent background and achievement measures,
schools can be “matched” on important variables in an attempt to cregte “like” schools
and fair comparisons.  Matching is difficult to do at the school level because of the many
ways in which student populations and ingruction may differ.

4. Anaytic techniques used should be the most robust possble.  Comparisons must expand
beyond the use of “datisica sgnificance’ to vdidae differences and include measures
of “meaningfulness’. Reaults that ae datidicdly sgnificant are not dways meaningful
inapractical sense.



5. Mgor sources of misunderstanding about test score metrics must be explicitly addressed
in this sudy. Technicdly sound metrics must be used in high dtakes andyses that
edimate the effects of chater schools on dudent achievement.  Additiond metrics
should be used that can be readily understood by a variety of readers.

6. Longitudina data should be collected that dlows for same student andysis over time.

The contractors worked out the detals for the generd plan of study submitted in the proposa
under guidance from the Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education and with
input gathered during a series of meetings and telephone conversations with charter school
sponsors and the principals of the 15 charter schools in the study.

The study design is based on the questions of interest to the Missouri State Legidature and the
Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Educetion, as outlined in the request for
proposa. In genera, te study design has two mgor components. examination of demographic
and test data for students attending charter schools and students attending comparable KCMSD
schools and examination of perceptions of stakeholdersin the implementation of charter schools.

DATA COLLECTION AND MANAGEMENT

To create a longitudind database for the evaluaion of charter schools over time, an assessment
of what sudent-level data are available at each charter school and the sources of the data was
conducted. Charter school administrators responded to a survey developed towards this end.
Reaults of the survey indicated that many charter schools lack adequate student data collection
and management capability for evauation purposes and need assstance in thisarea.

In addition to the questions specified by the legidation and the Missouri Depatment of
Elementary and Secondary Education, items used in ingruments developed for the nationd
evaduation of chater schools were examined. Using information from these sources, a matrix of
questions and respondents was created to help guide the development of interview and survey
ingruments (see Exhibit 1). The insrument development process included reviews by charter
school sponsors and charter school principas. Interview forms and interview protocols were
developed for the principals of the charter schools, a member of each charter school’s board,
sdected community members, the KCMSD superintendent, and members of the KCMSD school
board (see Appendix A for survey and interview forms).

Other sources of data included each charter school’s gpplication, which provided information on
the schodl’s vison and gods. The Stanford 9 Achievement Battery (SAT9) dudent-leve test
data were obtaned from the Assessment Resource Center a the Universty of Missouri-
Columbia. Missouri Assessment Program (MAP) data were obtained a the student level from
the Missouri Depatment of Elementary and Secondary Education. For school and student
comparisons, the contractor attempted to obtan Student-level characterigtics, including gender,



prior achievement, ethnicity/race, and poverty. The contractor was not able to obtain al the
intended student-leve data within the firgt Sx-month period of time.

Data collection methods included the fallowing:

1

2)

3)

School vidt. Each school was visted between March and May 2001. The purposes of the
vidgts were (1) to identify data that is avalable in computerized format and develop a
prdiminary plan for data management over time, (2) to conduct interviews with the principa
and/or adminigtrator, and (3) to conduct awalk-through of the building and classrooms.

Parent survey. Approximately 600 parents a 5 of the 15 charter schools completed a parent
survey, the results of which are included in this study. School personne distributed the
surveys.  The schools included three eementary schools, one middle school, and one
dternative middle school. Most charter schools are not included in the data because some of
the charter schools had surveyed their parents prior to the state evauation efforts and some
schools and their boards were in the process of developing their own survey insrument to
obtain parent feedback.

Interviews. Members of various groups were interviewed during May and June to obtain
their perspectives about Kansas City charter schools.  Interviewees included the following:
the KCMSD superintendent; three members of the KCMSD school board; one board member
for each of the 15 charter schools, and 11 community members representing political office,
busness, the minigry, and resdents. Among these were the mayor and former mayor of
Kansas City, the president of the Urban League of Greater Kansas City, an atorney, business
owners, an executive of the Learning Exchange, and an executive of Junior Achievement of
Middle America



Exhibit 1. Matrix of Questions and Respondents

Charter KCMSD KCMSD
. Charter  Charter School Superintendent School Community
Questions School School h Memb
Parent  Principal Board or _O_t er Board ember
Member Administrator M ember
Reasons for starting this school X X
Reasons chose this school X
Quality of charter school X
Parent involvement with charter school X
Parent’ s involvement with child’s education X
School’ s support for child X
Charter school student’s achievement X
Degree of difficulty with implementation problems X X
Overal adequacy of general information, student data
information, and professiona development provided by X
(1) MDESE, (2) KCMSD, (3) school’s sponsor (4)
school’ s operator
Overdl adequacy of funding X
Overal adequacy of volunteered time and resources by
(1) parents in the school, (2) community foundations, (3) X
business partners, (4) school’ s sponsor
Changes to educationa plan, business plan, and plan of X
operation
Recruitment of students X
Recruitment of teachers X
School’ s greatest strengths X
Lessons learned X
Charter School Board' s role in the school X

Expectations about effectiveness of charter schools X



Charter  Charter
Questions School School
Parent  Principal

Charter
School
Board

Member

KCMSD
Superintendent
or Other
Administrator

KCMSD
School
Board

M ember

Community
Member

Criteria community should use to determine whether
_r;g)]ular public or public charter schools are doing a good
JShould there be more charter schools

Overal perception of performance of KCMSD

Overal perception of performance of charter school(s)
Role in development/implementation of charter schools
Charter school impact on how operate/role

Charter schoal financia impact on KCMSD

Charter school impact on (1) students, (2) parents, (3)
adminigtrators, (4) teachers, (5) other staff members

Charter school impact on KCMSD curriculum
Belief that public education isimproved by charter school

implementation

Change in KCMSD student population

Charter school impact of KCMSD student enrollment
KCMSD program to encourage return of students
Number transferring back from charter schools
Relationship/interest in KCMSD

Charter school impact on KCMSD

Improved public education as aresult of charter schools
Support for regular public school

Support for charter school

Vision for public education

Charter schools' relationship to vision

X

X X X X

X

X X X X X X X X X X X X X

X

X X X X X X X X X

X

X

X X X X X X X



CHARTER SCHOOLSIN HISTORICAL AND NATIONAL PERSPECTIVE

Ray Budde, a professor of school adminigtration, first introduced the concept of charter schools
in the United States in the late 1980s! Charter school legidation was first adopted in Minnesota
in 1991, and now exists in 36 states and the District of Columbia® Charter schools have grown
from one school in one state in 1992° to a total of 1,605 charter school sites as of September
1999.* Support and technical assistance organizations for these schools exist in 23 states.®

Charter schools are non-sectarian public schools, and are usudly run under charters obtained
from date or other agencies, rather than by their locd digtricts; they are required to operate in
accordance with hedlth, safety, and civil rights laws, & no financid cost to the students® They
are created by parents, teachers, and/or concerned others,” induding business leaders, non-profit
organizations and, in some states, for-profit businesses®

More than hdf of al charter schools naiondly are “dart-ups” or newly created schools, the
remainder are existing public schools or private schools that have converted to charter status”®
Some charters utilize only portions of a school and its facilities, known as a school-within-a-
school:1° others occupy buildings formerly used as motels, warehouses, storefronts*' or other
makeshift facilities™?

Some of the qudities that have been found to attract parents and students to charter schools are
smdler sze®® usudly 200 students or fewer;** autonomy;®® a suPportive and highly structured
environment,*® induding persondized and chdlenging instruction;!’ educationd vision;'®  higher
standards;*® safety; ?° and location. !

Societd and politicd controversy surrounding charter school legidation has been pervasive®. As
a “market-based approach to the deivery of education,”®® some view the charter school “as
tantamount to the dedtruction of public education, others as the chief opportunity for renewa of
public education.”?* Proponents of charter schools hold expectations that dl parties involved in
chater schools will benefit from joint responsihility,”® as well as the opportunity to involve
entire communities in these redesigned schools®®  Proponents aso claim that charter schools
create gedthy competition for the purpose of simulaing improvement within the public school
system.

The ideologicd lines between proponents and opponents of charter schools are not clearly
drawvn,?® and support for charter schools has emerged from both the Ieft and the right of the
ideologica continuum.?®  Some supporters view charter schools as a move toward the voucher
system.®  Others suggest that charters might fill a void and ensure equity for parents who are
disllusoned by ther public school sysem, yet cannot afford to send their children to private
schools®!  Sill others are concerned that charter schools “might siphon off badly needed funds
for regular schools™? The origind charter school advocates do not believe in unlimited school
choice and oppose vouchers, a the same time, some voucher advocates promote charter
schools®®  Even among charter school supporters, many indicate that educationd funding levels
and the need to ensure the avalability of schools & dl grade leves limit the number of charter
schools that can be established within adidtrict.



Underlying the strong arguments on both sdes of the issue are varying ideologies about what
charter schools are and what they should be accomplishing.3* There is no one, particular design
for dl charter schools®® Some charters completdly design or redesign the entire school, while
others focus on one or more of the following aspects curriculum, indruction, and assessment;
organization (Sze); leadership and governance, daffing; parent and community involvement;
scheduling; use of technology; and financing.%®  Some are linked to comprehensive school design
organizations®’ (e.g., Success for All, Basic Schools, Codlition of Essentid Schools, and Hirsch's
Core Knowledge). Some charters offer a “back-to-basics’ approach, which some now consider
an innovaive advancement due to its dedining populaity in conventiond schools®®  Others
focus on theme-based instruction (eg., math and science, returned drop-outs, technology),*® or
are created, in part, to serve students from particular ethnic groups*® In addition, some charter
schools group students in different grade configurations™ or multi-age clusters*?

Mgor differences exig in the views of proponents and opponents of charter schools. Chief
anong these ae financid congderations, autonomy and accountability; chater student
population; and parent involvement, student achievement, and assessment.

FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS

Both charter schools and the digtricts in which they operate experience large financid concerns.
Start-up codts, including building leases and overhead charges, are unique to the charter school
as a pat of the public school sysem,*® and many cite these costs as chdlenges to the
implementation of charter schools**  Although some maintain that charters usudly recdive the
same average per pupil e><6penditure as other area public schools*® others counter that some
charters receive less funding.*

The fundamentd financid problem for didricts that experience the establishment of charter schools
is dmilar to the issue of declining enrollment that inner city urban school didtricts and rurd school
digricts have experienced for severd decades. Unless charter schools draw students from the
private sector into public schools, the decline in enrollment for urban didricts is likely to continue.
A large proportion of locd didrict funds comes from date and federd government sources,
generdly, these funds are didributed according to student enrollment figures.  For didtricts
experiencing declining enrollments, many codts are fixed and per-pupil reimbursement policies are
not sendtive to these fixed costs. A study of the impact of declining rura enrollments in the early
1980s found that it cost as much to educate 22 students as it did to educate 28.%

AUTONOMY AND ACCOUNTABILITY

A primary difference between charter schools and other public schools is that more decison
making authority is vested in school personne, giving educators a sense of ownership in the
school.*® At the same time, the responsibilities inherent in operating a charter, in addition to
teaching duties, have resulted in increased workloads for these teachers*® Proponents maintain
that extended autonomy foders the likdihood of innovation in the classroom, as do
unconventional teachers who may be atracted to charter schools®® One study reports that 78%



of Cdifornias charters are utiliziing new insructiona srategies®™ however, another study of 17
Cdifornia chater schools found that athough charters grant teachers more autonomy in ther
methods of teaching, amgjority of teachers have not changed the way they teach.>

Teacher qudifications may vay among chater and other public schools, with less sringent
certification and licensure standards in some charters®  Charter schools are free to choose their
own teachers, dthough many are certified, some come from private schools, home schools, or
“outsde the conventional teaching ranks dtogether.”® Some maintain that autonomy affords
opportunities for greater teacher and student achievement.>

Charter schools enjoy greater independence within their didricts in terms of regulation and
control,®® and are free to decide their own missions and goas®’ hours of operation, and methods
by which to best meet the needs of the students®® Accountability for results replaces
accountability for rule compliance® with an increased emphasis on assessment.®® In a study of
Cdifornia charter schools, however, one researcher found that charters are no more accountable
for student outcomes than area public schools®  Moreover, the degree of autonomy varies
widdy from school to school®? and from state to state.®®

Baancing autonomy and accountability is another significant factor to be weighed®  Concern
exigs regarding the posshility of burnout among educators, creasted by increased accountability
and decreased professiona assstance®® Centrd to this issue is the nature of the district-school
rddationship, with challenges of administration, support, and communication.®® Often, a greater
degree of autonomy inspires more incidents of conflict anong the board, didrict, and non-charter
schools®”  Moreover, “charter-granting agencies across the United States have approached their
oversight activities with varying levels of capacity and expertise.”®®

CHARTER STUDENT POPULATION

A primary function of many chater schools is to serve a-risk students or other specia
populations®® Federd regulations mandate that al students be given the opportunity to atend
charter schools, in accordance with civil rights statutes’®  Although charter schools are not
permitted to administer admissions tests,”! some states (eg., California) are dlowed by law to
formulate admissions criteria, thereby precluding a strict open enrollment policy.”?  In addition,
dthough some dates require charter school enrollment to mirror the demographics of the
surrounding community, these laws are not necessarily enforced.”®  One research team suggests
that those aspiring to open charter schools follow the leads of charters established in Colorado,
[llinois, Massachusetts, Missouri, Ohio, and Wisconsn, which have enacted laws specificdly
targeting low-performing urban schools and a-risk children.™  This raises the issue about
whether  gpecificaly targeting minority and/or low-income children is the equivdent of
segregation or a means by which equity in academic achievement may be attained.” Proponents
point out that minority students benefit from the extra attention to their educational needs, and
white sudents smilarly benefit from a learning environment that reflects the diversty of the red
world.”®  Others counter that students most a risk for academic failure are being placed in
untested schools.””



Some opponents contend that charter schools are serving white and middle-class students at the
expense of minority or disadvantaged students.’® Others counter that, based on the number of
charters enrolling students from ethnic minority groups, the opposte is true, charter schools
enroll more students of color and more economicaly disadvantaged students than regular public
schools.”®  One researcher, however, mantains that chater schools in more affluent
neighborhoods are more likdy to have access to resources than those in low-income
communities®

In the early years, opponents of charter schools envisoned that charter schools would attract
largely non-minority, higher achieving sudents from the surrounding didrict.  Anticipating this
impact, many dates subsequently enacted legidation that encourages a preference for “at-risk”
sudents (e.g., Connecticut, Delaware, lllinois, Missouri, New York, North Carolina, Oklahoma,
and Virginia). Daa from the Nationd Study of Charter Schools indicate that students entering
charter schools mirror the demographic characterisics of ther surrounding digtrict  (RPP
International, 1999).

Although proponents insst that charter schools are open to dl who wish to atend and “are being
sought out...by families least well served by conventiona schools”®! questions arise regarding
the posshility of culturdly-biased recruitment strategies®  Moreover, there are conflicting
reports in the research literature regarding the proportions of students with disabilities, minority
sudents, low-income sudents, and limited-Englishproficient students being served by charter
schools®  These reports conflict, in part, due to nonstandard comparisons, some are compared
with statewide averages and others are compared within specific school didricts.  One author, a
drong advocate for charter schools, nevertheless cautions that some charters neglect specid
education sudents, play favorites with admissions, breach the separation of church and date,
and/or expd students who do not “fit in"®* Another researcher reports that some students in
charter schools are segregated in vocationd and other nonacademic programs, and cautions
agang creating “dud school sysems” she advises that “education leaders and policymakers
negotiate between the promise of unique educational opportunities in an era of ‘choiceé and the
risk of turning back the clock on progress made toward integration and equity in education.”®

PARENT INVOLVEMENT, STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT, AND ASSESSMENT

Parent involvement plays an important pat in student achievement®® and many parents view
charter schools as offering greater opportunities for participation;®” some schools require parents
to sgn ocontracts guarantesing their involvement®  Although charter schools typicdly have
higher levels of parent involvement®® parents with limited proficiency in English andlor low
socioeconomic status may fed uncomfortable with, and be discouraged from, enrolling their
children in these schools®®  Proponents, however, maintain that because of smdl school size,
these parents will fed more comfortable participating.’> Some low-income parents, though, may
have two jobs and/or be unable to take time off from work, thereby preventing them from
paticipating in school activities®®  One recent sudy found tha even in low-income
communities, charters tend to serve students whose parents participate more in their education.*®
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Research on student achievement in charter schools yields mixed results®® One researcher’s
review cites a number of studies which conclude that it is too soon to judge student achievement
in charter schools which, to date, have shown both successes and failures®® Moreover, students
achievement scores a early dages of the charter school movement may be more indicative of
previous education than the influence of charter schools ®

Student assessment usudly is gathered udng a combination of the following measures
dandardized assessments (both criterionr and norm-referenced), performance assessments,
dudent portfolios, student demondrations of their work, parent satifaction surveys, student
interviews or surveys, and behaviord indicators®”  No uniform standard for assessment exists
across the charter school system.®®  In addition, there is disagreement among methodologists
concerning how best to assess the effects of charter schools on student achievement,®® as well as
questions about the political and social biases of researchers!®

Much of the fate of charter schools appears to rest on the adoption of weak or strong charter
lavs®  Wesk or strong laws determine, among other things, the seat of charter authority, the
degree of autonomy a school will have, how many chaters will be granted, and fiscd
incentives!®?  Even with charter laws in place, some worry that these schools may encounter
opposition from loca school boards, state agencies, and unions!® A recent study indicates that
4 of 10 charter schools report oppostion from state or locd boards, 1 in 5 report difficulties with
unions or collective bargaining agreements, and fewer than 1 in 20 report difficulties with federd
regulations%*
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OVERVIEW OF KANSASCITY CHARTER SCHOOLS

Seventeen chater schools are located within the geographica area encompassing the Kansas
City Missouri School Didrict.  Fifteen of the charter schools completed their second year of
operation during the 2000-01 school year and are included in the study. Kansas City Career
Academy and Universty Academy completed ther firsd year of operation during 2000-01 and
are not included in the study.

Of the charter schools in the study, 10 are newly created, four are the expansion or addition of a
school by a community-based organization, and one is a pre-exising private school. Six of the
schools have an outsde organization (referred to as educationd management organization in the
remainder of the report) that operaies the school. Charter School Adminigtrative Services
operates Academy of Kansas City. Edison Schools operates Allen Edison Educationd Village
and Westport Community Middle and Secondary Schools. School Futures Research Foundation
operates Alta Vista Charter School and Banneker Charter Academy of Technology. Beacon
Education, Inc. operates Southwest Charter School.

Ten of the chater schools are sponsored by Centra Missouri State University.  They include
Academie Lafayette, Alta Viga Chater School, Banneker Charter Academy of Technology,
Ddla Lamb Elementary, Don Bosco Education Center, Gordon Parks Elementary, Hogan
Preparatory Academy, Scuola Vita Nuova, Southwest Charter School, and Urban Community
Leadership Academy.  The Universty of Missouri-Kansas City sponsors Academy of Kansas
City, Allen Edison Educationd Village, Lee A. Tolbet Community Academy, and Geness
School. The KCMSD sponsors Westport Community Middle and Secondary Schoals.

At the end of the second year of operation, most charter schools remain confident about ther
educationd plan and report no mgor changes to it. Many charter schools have increased their
ingructiond dignment with the Missouri Content Standards and Frameworks and the Missouri
Assessment Program (MAP).  Twenty percent of charter schools have made maor changes to
their Business Plan, and over one-fourth have made mgor changes to their Plan of Operation.

The charter schools in the study served more than 5,000 students during the 2000-01 school year.
The number of students served by a school ranges from 83 to 1,745 students, with a charter
school average of 335 students (see Table 1.1). About one-fourth of the students attended grades
K-3, fewer than 10% attended grades 45, about one-third atended grades 68, and about one-
third attended grades 9-12 (see Table 1.2).



Table1.1. Number of Studentsand Classroom Teaching Staff at
Kansas City Charter Schools

Classroom
Classroom Teacher

School Students i Teachers | Assistants
Academie Lafayette 273 11 5
Academy of Kansas City 163 9 32
Allen Edison Educetiond Village 429 15 0
Banneker Charter Academy of Technology 306 16 1
DellaLamb Elementary 214 17 0
Gordon Perks Elementary 83 6 0
Lee A. Tolbert Community Academy 402 20 6
Scuola Vita Nuova 0 5 0
AltaVista Charter School 108 1
Don Bosco Education Center 166 11 0
Genesis School 138 10 3
Hogan Preparatory Academy 287 23 0
Southwest Charter School 475 20 1
Urban Community Leadership Academy 147 14 2
Westport Community Middle & Secondary 1,745 71 4
TOTAL 5,026 257 55
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Table1.2. Number of Students and Classroom Teaching Staff By Grade Levd at
Kansas City Charter Schools

Classroom
Classroom Teacher

Grade L evel Students Teachers Assistants
K 316 18 1
1 332 17 1
2 285 16 0
3 255 13 0
4 207 10 1
5 218 10 0
6 639 30 2
7 5838 31 1
8 544 28 1
9-12 1,642 85 2

Total 5,026 257 9

About three-fourths of the students who atend the charter schools qudify for free or reduced
price lunch. The percentage of students in a charter school who quaify for free or reduced price
lunch ranges from 32% to 94% of the students. About 85% of the students who attend the
Kansas City charter schools are of minority racia/ethnic backgrounds.

Based on edtimates provided by principds, approximaely 76% of chater school students
attended public school in the KCMSD prior to enralling in one of the charter schools (see Table
1.3). Fewer than 8% of the students were not of school age and 10% attended a private schoal.
Five percent of the students attended public school in a digtrict other than the KCMSD, and 1%
of the students were home schooled.  Thirty-five percent of charter school students attend the
Westport Middle and Secondary Schools operated by the KCM SD.

Approximately 255 classroom teachers and 55 teacher assstants serve the students who attend
charter schools. The number of classroom teachers ranges from 5 to 71 teachers. The number of
teacher assistants ranges fom none to 32 teacher assgtants. The student-classroom teacher ratio
in charter schools is about 20 to 1 and the student-classroom teaching dtaff ratio is gpproximeately
16 to 1. This ratio is based on the number of classsoom teachers and teacher assstants and does
not include resource teachers.

# Academy of Kansas has 32 Paraprofessionals and Teacher Assistants and Lee A. Tolbert Community Academy has
6 Teacher Assistants who assist in classrooms as needed.
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Table 1.3. Percentage Distribution of Charter Students Prior School Experience

% % % % %
home attended attended attended not of

Charter School schooled | KCMSD other private school

public school age

school
Academie Lafayette 0 75 0 0 25
Academy of Kansas City 2 68 13 5 12
Allen Edison Educetiond Village 2 90 3 3 2
Banneker Charter Academy of Technology 1 91 2 2 2
Della Lamb Elementary 0 67 0 0 33
Gordon Parks Elementary 1 30 0 0 70
Lee A. Tolbert Community Academy <1 63 1 <1 33
Scuola Vita Nuova 0 70 5 5 20
Alta Vista Charter School 0 96 0 4 0
Don Bosco Education Center 2 93 0 0 0
Genesis School 2 0 7 1 0
Hogan Preparatory Academy 1 14 2 83 0
Southwest Charter School 3 90 5 2 0
Urban Community Leadership Academy 0 58 0 42 0
Westport Edison Community Middle & Secondary 0 80 10 10 0
Total Number of Charter Students 43 3,805 266 523 339
Overall Mean 1 76 5 10 8

Not al students who initidly enrolled in charter schools remain throughout the year.  About 60%
of charter school principas indicate that some students transferred back to the KCMSD from
their charter schools. Principals report an average of 19 students transfer back to the KCMSD,
ranging from 3 to 58 sudents among charter schools. One chater school lost 20 students
because of lack of trangportation in their first year of operation. In another school, more than 50
students transferred because the charter school did not serve the next grade levd. Severd
principas report that some of the students were dismissed due to behavior problems. One school
lost afew students because foster parent placement changed.

Two-thirds of charter school principas indicate they recruit sudents and they use a variety of
recruitment procedures. These include ads in loca newspapers and church flyers, ads on
televison, radio, and billboards, booths a community events, word of mouth; door-to-door
canvassng; brochures a community centers, and vigts with parents a preschools, summer
school, open house, and coffees held in the community. Five principas report that they no
longer need to advertise because word of mouth is sufficient, and two principals report that their
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school has a waiting lis.  Some schools had waiting lists a times of the year when parents
congder school changes, such as a the beginning of a school year. When space does not
become available, parents must make dternative arrangements and then may be removed from
the waiting list.

CHARTER SCHOOL PROFILES

The following section provides brief descriptions of each of the Kansas City charter schools
included in the study.

Academie L afayette

Academie Lafayette (formerly Kansas City Foreign Language Charter School) is a K-8
edementary school. During 2000-01, Academie Lafayette served gpproximately 275 students,

_ — about 40% of whom are dligible for free or reduced
| price lunch. Because of the language immersion
M approach to education, new sudents are only
admitted in kindergarten or first grade. The student
population is more than hdf African American and
about 40% White. Prior to enrolling in Academie
Lafayette, about three-fourths of the <udents
atended the KCMSD’s French language magnet
school and about 25% were not yet of school age.
The 2000-01 school yeer is the school’s firdt year at

its current location.

Academie Lafayette was organized by parents who wanted to ensure continuation of a French
language immerson education for ther children. Fourteen out of 18 gdaff members of the
digrict's French language magnet school became daff members of Academie Lafayette.  The
school’s agpproach to education focuses on dudents achieving French language fluency and
readiness for a college preparatory high school curricullum.  English language competency is
developed during English literacy classes. The schoal is organized by grade level groups K-2, 3-
5, and 6-8; teacher teams follow their students through ther years in the grade leve group.
Academie Lafayette offers an extended school day from 7 am.-3:30 p.m. and from 8 am.-5:30
p.m. Summer school sessions are offered but are not mandatory .
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Academy of Kansas City

Academy of Kansas City is a K-8 dementary
school.  During the 2000-01 school year, the
school served approximately 165 students, about
three-fourths of whom ae digble for free or
reduced price lunch. The dudent population is
Prior to
erdling in Academy of Kansass City, dmogt
70% of the students atended a public school in
the KMSD. About 15% attended a public school

damog entirdy African American.

in another didrict and more than 10% were not yet of school age. A few dudents attended a

private school or received home schooling.

Busnessitechnology thematic sudy provides the framework for indruction based on a
curriculum drawn from the Missouri and Michigan curricular frameworks. Students are grouped
into families and experience sudent-centered active learning.  Multi-age groupings are adso used
for ingruction. Summer school sessons are offered.

Allen Edison Educational Village

Allen Edison Educationd Village is a K-8 dementary school. During the 2000-01 school year,
the school served approximately 430 students, more than hadf of whom are digible for free or

reduced price lunch.  The <udent population is
approximately 80% African American, 10% Hispanic,
and 10% White. Prior to atending Allen Edison
Village School, about 90% of the students attended a
public school in the KCMSD. Prior education for 10%

™ of the Students is amost equaly digributed among

private school, other public schools, home schoaling,
and students not yet of school age.

The five domains of the Edison Project's curriculum
adopted by Allen Edison Village School include

humanities and the arts, mathematics and science, character and ethics, hedth and physica
fitness, and practicd ats and kills, al sudents take Spanish courses. Literacy indruction is
based on the Success for All Modd. Extensve use of technology in school and a home forms
pat of the Edison design for schools Allen Edison has an eght-hour school day and offers an

after-school program.
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Banneker Charter Academy of Technology

Benjamin  Baneker  Chater  Academy  of
Technology is a K-6 dementary school. During the
2000-01 school year, the school served more than
300 dtudents, about 85% of whom are digible for
free or reduced price lunch. The student population
is dmogt entirdy Africen American. Prior to
attending Banneker  Chater  Academy  of
Technology, about 90% of the Students attended a
public school in the KCMSD. Prior education for |8
the remainder of the students is dmost equaly digtributed among private school, other public
schools, home schooling, and students not yet of school age.  The 2000-01 school year is the
school’ sfirg year at its current location.

The school’s curriculum is based on E.D. Hirsch's Core Knowledge and the KCMSD's
curriculum.  Technology is integrated into the curriculum. During the firg hdf of the day,
teachers focus on core skill building and during the second pat of the day, dtudents have
opportunities to apply their skills and knowledge. Banneker Academy of Technology operates
year around and offers before and after school programs.

DdlaLamb Elementary

Dela Lamb Elementary is a K-5 dementary school. During the 2000-01 school yesr, the school
served gpproximately 215 students, about 90% of whom are digible for free or reduced price
lunch. The dudent population is about 80%
African Americen and 15% Asan.  Prior to
atending Ddla Lamb, about two-thirds of the
sudents atended a public school in the KCMSD |==2

and one-third were not yet of school age. F-l T
LT e

The school’'s resources include  supplementa
family support services through close ties with the
other Ddla Lamb community servicess  ED.
Hirsch's Core Knowledge and the Direct
Indruction Modd serve as  the curricular
foundation, and the school emphasizes literecy.
Indruction is teacher-centered and child-focused.
Smdl cass Sze is a key dement, and teechers remain with ther cdass through fifth grade.
Parents 9gn a Paenta Invesment PACT agreement that specifies how they will be activey
involved in ther child's education. Dela Lamb is a year-round school and offers before and
after school programs.
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Gordon Parks Elementary

Gordon Parks Elementary is a K-2 dementay school. During the 2000-01 school year, the
school served approximately 85 students, about 95% of whom are digible for free or reduced
price lunch. The student population is about 95%
Africen American and 5% White  Prior to
attending Gordon Parks, about 30% of the
students attended a public school in the KCMSD.
About 70% were not yet of school age. The
2000-01 school year is the school’s fird year at
its current location. The plan is to add grade
levels each year as the dudents in the highest
grade level matriculate to the next grade leve.

- The school bases its curriculum on the Missouri
Frameworks for Curriculum and te KCMSD’s curriculum, with specid focus on literacy and the
ats. Badanced Literacy Program components are the literacy indructiona approaches used
across grade leves.  Art, music, physical education, dance, and technology are aso basic
curricular elements.  The school and dassoom as an environment for community building and
cooperation, the use of conflict resolution skills, and smal class sze are key to the educationd
experience provided a Gordon Parks. Learning is child-centered, supported by ingdructiona
drategies that include students first-hand active engagement and problem solving.  In support of
the students and their families, the school has a close working reationship with &. Vincent's
Family Care Center, which offers childcare and before and after school programs for students.
Gordon Parks plans to expand grade levels in 2001-02.

Lee A. Tolbert Community Academy

Lee A. Tolbet Community Academy
is a K-6 dementary school. During the
2000-01 school year, the school served
approximately 400 students, about
three-fourths of whom qudify for free
or reduced price lunch. The student
populetion is admost entirdy African
American. Prior to dtending the
school, about two-thirds of the students
atended a public school in  the
KCMSD and about one-third of the

Lee A. Tolbet Community Academy is modded on guidance from the Codition of Essentid
Schools and is organized around a set of ideas cdled the Common Principles. The schodl’s
curriculum is digned with the Missouri Frameworks for Curriculum and includes an emphass
on literacy usng the Four-Block modd teaching and learning approach.  Entrepreneurship is a
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basc schoolwide theme and the Young Entrepreneurid Spirits Program is integrated into the
core curriculum. Lee A. Tolbet Community Academy offers Saturday school and an after
school program. The Academy plans to expand grade levelsin 2001-02.

Scuola Vita Nuova

Scuola Vita Nuova is a K-5 dementary school. During the 2000-01 school year, the school
served approximately 90 students, about three-fourths of whom qudify for free or reduced price
lunch. The student population is gpproximatey 40%
African American, 35% White, 20% Hispanic, and
5% American Indian. Prior to attending the schoal,
about 70% of the students attended a public school in
the KCMSD, 20% were not yet of school age, and
10% attended a private school or a public school in
another didrict.

The curricullum is based on ED. Hirsch's Core
Knowledge, which is  ewiched with the
arts? including  music, dance, drama, and
writing? and with technology and five foreign
languages. Culturd arts and extensive collaboration with area performing arts groups is a strong
festure of the school. Mogt students receive musica indruction on an insrument of their choice
during the school day, and students were included in a local opera production. Ingtruction is
sudent-centered and incorporates direct ingruction drategies to teach basic skills.  During the
firga hdf of the day, teachers focus on skill building; during the last part of the day, Sudents are
given opportunities to aoply thar skills and knowledge. Smadl class dze is an important
dement. KCMSD's Gafiedd Elementary School is a sger school; Garfied children go to
Scuola Vita Nuova for enrichment and Scuola Vita Nuova limited English proficient students go
to Gafidd for asssance. Scuola Vita Nuova is a year-round school with an extended day. It
has a close working reationship with the Bisceglia Itdian Culturd Center and continues the
legacy of the Italian mission established in the 1890s. The school plans to expand grade levels in
2001-02.

AltaVista Charter School

Alta Vigta Charter School is a 912 secondary school.
During the 2000-01 school year, the school served
approximately 110 students, about 70% of whom are
eigible for free or reduced price lunch. The student
population is approximatedly 75% Higpanic, 20%
African American, and 5% White. Before attending
Alta Vigta, more than 95% of the students attended a
public school in the KCMSD. Fewer than 5% of the
students attended a private schoal.
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Alta Viga Charter School was edtablished to serve a-risk Latino and urban youth. An
individudized learning plan is devedoped for each sudent and individudized or smdl group
indruction occurs during mixed grade classes. The curriculum includes Spanish language and
literature, language arts, socid dudies, mathematics, science, arts, and dectives.  An emphass of
the school is preparing students for a job training program. The school has a close working
relaionship with other Guaddupe Center, Inc. community services. Alta Vida provides year
round schooling.

Don Bosco Education Center

Don Bosco Education Center is a 912 secondary school. During the 2000-01 school year, the
school served gpproximately 165 students, 90% of whom qualify for free or reduced price lunch.

The dudent population is agpproximately three-fourths
African American, 15% White, and 8% Hispanic.
Before attending Don Bosco, dmost dl  students
atended a public school in the KCMSD. A few students
received home schooling.

Don Bosco Education Center was established to serve at-

=l rik urban youth. An individudized leaning plan is
developed for each sudent, and students work a their own pace. The curriculum includes
Englishlanguage arts, mathematicscomputer science, science, hedth/physica  education, fine
arts, socid sudies, life kills, and eectives.

Genesis School

Genesis School is dudly accredited as a middle
school and as a high school. It primaily serves
middle school youth, ages 11-14, who have been
referred by the KCMSD Hearing Office and the |
Jackson County Family Court. During the 2000-01
school year, the school served approximately 140
dudents, about 90% of whom qualify for free or
reduced price lunch. The sudent population is
damos entirdy African  American. Before
attending Geness School, about 90 percent of the students attended a public school in the
KCMSD. About 5% atended a public school in another didtrict. A few students received home
schooling or attended a private school. Genesis provides school year and summer sessons.

Geness School was edablished to serve a-risk urban youth by addressng the individud,
academic, and socid needs of its students using school-as-family and youth leadership modds
that emphasze communication, hands-on experiences, and job/career training. Genesis School
uses a savice learning curriculum to build academic and life skills through arts and community
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sarvice (eg., Geneds Singers/Poetry Troupe, Radio Show and PSA Production, and Kansas City
Youth Tourism Guide). The underlying focus of a student’s program is trangtion to regular
school or as an dternative to returning to high school for an older student, where obtaining a
G.ED.isthegod.

Hogan Preparatory Academy

Hogan Preparatory Academy is a 9-12 secondary
school.  During the 2000-01 school year, the school
sarved gpproximately 290 students, about hdf of
whom are digible for free or reduced price lunch.
The dudent population is approximatey 95%
African  American. Before atending Hogan
Preparatory Academy, about 90% of the students
attended a public school in the KCMSD. About 5%
atended a private school, and a few sudents
atended a public schoal in another digtrict or were
home schooled.

Hogan Preparatory Academy was a private school prior to its charter status. The school was
established to offer a vaues-based college preparatory secondary education for urban youth in a
amal school environment. Students must earn 30 credits and participate in community service to
graduate.  The curriculum includes language ats socid dudies, physcd education/hedth,
vaues education, science, fine arts, mathematics, science, foreign languages, and computer
technology. The schoolwide theme for the freshman year is sdf-identity; for the sophomore
year, it is community; for the junior year, it is the Americas, and for the senior year, it is
gobdism.  Indructionad drategies common across classooms include cooperative learning,
guided practice, processing, inter-disciplinary work, immediate feedback, and sudy trips. The
school offers extra-curricular activities.

Southwest Charter School

Southwest Charter School sarves grades 6-10. |
During the 2000-01 school year, the school served

about 475 dudents, approximately one-third of
whom qudify for free or reduced price lunch. The
dudent population is gpproximady 70% African
American, 25% White, and 5% Higpanic. Before
atending Southwest Charter School, about 90% of
the students attended a public school in the KCMSD.
About 5% atended a public school in  another
digrict. A few sudents received home schooling or
attended a private school. The 2000-01 school year
isthe school’ sfirst year & its current location under alicense to operate with the didtrict.




Southwest Charter School uses the learning community concept and an integrated curriculum
that includes thematic study and project-based learning as organizationd dements. Smadl dass
gze is important to implementing individudized gpproaches. The curricullum includes reeding,
writing, mathematics, critical thinking, technology, science, history, politics globa geography,
cultures, foreign language, literature, the arts, the self, and society.

Urban Community L eader ship Academy

Urban Community Leedership Academy is a 6-8
middle school. During the 2000-01 school yesr, the
school served gpproximately 150 students, about
85% of whom qudify for free or reduced price
lunch. The <udent populaion is agpproximately
90% African Americen and 5% White.  Before
atending the academy, approximately 60% of the
students attended a public school in the KCMSD.
About 40% attended a private school. The academy
was edablished to serve urban youth at-risk of
dropping out of school. An integrated curriculum is a basic organizationd dement, as is small
classsze. The school offers before and after school programs.

Westport Edison Community Middle & Secondary School

Westport Edison Community Middle & Secondary School is a grade 6-12 middle/secondary
school sponsored by the KCMSD.  During the
2000-01 school  year, the school served
approximately 1,745 students, about 85% of whom
qualify for free or reduced price lunch. The
sudent population is approximately 90% African
Americen and 5% Higpanic.  Before atending
Westport Edison Community Middle & Secondary

_— = =

School, about 80% of the students attended a
public school in the KCMSD. Ten percent
atended a private school, and 10% attended a
public school in another didrict.  The five
domains of the Edison Project’'s curriculum
indude humanities and the arts, mathematics and
science, character and ethics, hedth and physica
fitness, and practicd arts and sKills, students take
Spanish  courses and Latin  is  introduced.
Ingtruction is intended to be project-based and
problem-centered and include extensive use of technology.
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CHARTER SCHOOL IMPLEMENTATION

Principals and charter school board members were interviewed and asked to rate the extent to
which they had experienced implementation problems identified by nationd evauations of
charter schools®, as well as the extent to which these problems had been resolved by the second
year of operation. Principads agreed that the most common reason for darting their charter
school was to redize an dternative vison of schooling.  Two-thirds indicated that the school was
started © gan autonomy/flexibility. More than haf of the schools were darted to serve a specid
population of sudents and to promote parent involvement. A few schools were darted for
financid reasons incuding the ability to expand exiging community senices to address the
educationa needs of targeted populations.

Lack of dart-up funds and inadequate operating funds were very much a problem a nearly haf
of the Kansas City charter schools, according to principas (see Table 1.4); charter school board
members concurred with this assessment. To avoid contracting with an outsde educationd
management organization, charter school principals and charter school boards who decided they
wanted worked to find a line of credit so they could operate until funds were generated. For
some schools, the need for dart-up funds was a primary reason that an educationa management
organization had been included in the application. About haf of the principas in schools
experiencing dart-up problems indicated that the associated problems had been somewhat
resolved by the second year of implementation; another one-fourth indicated that the problems
were not resolved.

Table 1.4. Percentage Distribution of Charter School Principals
Indicating Implementation Problems with Resour ces

Not a

Very

(N) | Problem | SOMOMNAL Y g [ N SOMOMNAL | pesived | (N)

at All Problem
Lack of start up funds | (15) 27 27 47 27 55 18 (12)
redequete operaling | (15) | 40 13 47 44 44 1|
Inadequate facilities (15) 40 40 20 44 44 11 9

About 40% of the principas indicated that inadequate operating funds were not a problem at all.
About hdf of the principds and chater school board members indicated that inadequate
operating funds were very much a problem. In only one of these schools was the issue of
inadequate operating funds described as resolved. When asked to rate the adequacy of funding
provided to operate their school on a scale that ranged from very adequate to very inadequate,
two-thirds of charter school principds rated the funding provided as very inadequate or
inadequate.

! RPP International, 2000. The state of charter schools 2000: Fourth-year report. Washington, DC: U.S. Department
of Education, Office of Educational Research and |mprovement.



One of the mgor sources of contention between charter school respondents and KCMSD
respondents was the withholding by the district of dmost $1000 per student for building-related
cogds, which was legidatively enacted and made known to charter schools in Augud, prior to
ther opening. Most schools had budgeted for the entire student reimbursement rate and
druggled to find other sources of revenue. Grant writing, fundraising, and increased class sze
formed pat of the efforts to generate revenue. Other principas described staff and program
cutbacks, such as a freeze on hiring librarians, physca education teachers, and music teschers.
One principd met the lowered budget by working without sdary during the firg year. Initidly,
the dday in receipt of any date funds until December was a financia bind for charter schools,
especidly those lacking the support of an educational management organization.

Both principals and charter school board members were uncertain about what had been provided
to chater schools in return for the withhedd amount, a sentiment that was particularly srong
among principas in charter schools that do not occupy didtrict buildings. A second major source
of contention was the provison of sarvices to specid education students.  Adminigtrators and
charter school board members felt that the $1000 withholding should not apply to speciad needs
students.

Inadequate facilities were not a problem at all for 40% of charter schools, but were somewhat a
problem for another 40% and very much a problem for 20% of charter schools. Principas
indicated that the problem had not been resolved for dmost 45% of the schools with inadequate
fadlities (4 schools). Some principas who are pleased with their facilities have not dways been
pleased with the associated codts of the facilities.

Principas and charter school board members rated the extent to which they had experienced
implementation problems with regulations and requirements associated with operating a charter
school.  Sixty percent of principas indicated that federd regulaions were not a problem at all;
charter school board members concurred with this assessment. For the 40% of schools indicaing
some problems with federa regulations, two-thirds have somewhat resolved those problems (see
Table 1.5).

Two-thirds of chater school principas indicated exising problems with didtrict  regulations.
These problems primarily encompass the provison of specid services to students and the
transfer of records. Two-thirds of those schools have somewhat resolved the problems and one-
third have not resolved the problems with the didrict.

Forty percent of charter schools had somewhat of a problem with hedth and/or safety regulations
during implementation.  One-third of the schools with these problems subsequently resolved
them through renovation and, in some cases, a change in location. Two-thirds of the schools have
somewhat resolved their problems with hedth and/or safety regulations.
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Table 1.5. Percentage Digtribution of Charter School Principals
Indicating |mplementation Problems with Regulations/Requirements

Not a Very
Somewhat Not Somewhat
(N) | Problem | o pjem | MUcha | pocived | Resolved | Re0Ved | (N)
at All Problem
Federa regulations (15) 60 33 7 33 67 0 (6)
Didtrict regulations (149 36 57 7 3 67 0 9)
Health and/or safety (15) 60 40 0 0 67 3 (6)
Teacher certification (15) 20 47 33 42 25 33 (12
Accountability (15) 73 20 7 25 50 25 4

Teacher certification requirements were a problem for 80% of charter schools, according to
principds and charter school boad members.  Almost hdf of the charter school principas
described meeting teacher certification requirements as somewhat of a problem, and another one-
third of the schools described it as very much a problem. Over 65% of the 15 charter schools
have not resolved or only somewhat resolved the issue of meeting teecher certification
requirements.  Principas in some of the schools described the need to hire certified teachers,
whom they thought were not the best match for their students, over non-certified gpplicants who
appeared to have better rapport with the student population.? Others described the amost
insurmountable problems of ganing date cetification for certified teachers from foreign
countries.

Only one-fourth of the principas indicated problems with chater school accountability
requirements. Charter school board members viewed accountability requirements as somewhat
more chdlenging than did principds. Problems with accountability requirements have been
resolved or somewhat resolved a most of those schoals, according to the principals.

Principals and charter school board members responded to questions describing implementetion
problems with school operations during ther firs year, including planning time, school
adminidration, management, internd processes or conflicts, and sze of dudent enrollment.
Almogt haf of the charter school principds indicated that lack of planning time was very much a
problem for the start-up year, and over one-fourth indicated that this was somewhat a problem.
For dmost haf of these schoals, the lack of planning time has not been resolved (see Table 1.6).

School adminidration was not a problem for about haf of the charter schools and was somewhat
a problem or very much a problem for over haf of charter school principals. Most of the schools
experiencing adminidrative problems had replaced an adminisrator within the fird year of
operation. In two of the seven schools experiencing adminigtrative problems, those problems
were believed to be resolved; in four of the schools, adminigrative problems were somewhat

2 In response to the growing statewide teacher shortage, proposed state changes on the two-year time limit for
certification that requires nine hours of coursework per year toward certification may ameliorate these problems.
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resolved. Only one principa indicated that an adminigrative problem was unresolved; this was
due to the fact that he had resgned and his replacement had not been hired at the time of the
interview.

Table 1.6. Percentage Digtribution of Charter School Principals
Indicating |mplementation Problems with Operations

Not a Very
Somewhat Not Somewhat
(N) ! Problem aProblem Much a Resolved | Resolved Resolved | (N)

at All Problem
Lack of planning time (15) 27 27 47 45 27 27 (12)
School administration (13) 46 31 23 14 57 29 (7
School management (13) V! 23 23 0 83 17 (6)
Internal processes or
conflicts (15 40 60 0 11 8 11 ©)
Insufficient student (15) 3 o7 0 75 5 0 @
enrollment

Many principas experienced adminigrative problems associated with operating a school amost
as though it were a separate school didtrict.  These problems were primarily associated with lack
of sufficient dructure and doaff to support such essentid adminidrative tasks as obtaning
detailed knowledge of accounting for student attendance and its reationship to the amount of
funds generated by sudents, providing services to specid education students, and establishing
record keeping systems,

School management was very much a problem at one-fourth of the schools and somewhat a
problem a another one-fourth of the schools. Most schools that have experienced these
problems have somewhat resolved their problems with changes in daffing. Severd principds
indicated that management problems with their educationd management organizations have not
been resolved.

Internal processes or conflicts were somewhat a problem a over haf of the charter schools.
Principds cited the need to rapidly acquire staff as one source of this problem. Nealy dl of
these schools have resolved or somewhat resolved the problems, many by acquiring different
daff members with philosophies of teaching and behavior management more consstent with the
philosophy of the charter school.

Insufficient sudent enrollment was not a problem for three-fourths of the schools during the first
year. Of the four schools that indicated some problems with enrollment, only one school had
somewhat resolved the problem. Three schools continued to have grester capacity than ther
current enrollment.

Principas and charter school board members described student-related problems experienced
during their firs year of implementation, including Student attendance, student transportation,
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and mesting the specid needs of students. Poor student attendance was somewhat a problem or
very much a problem at two-thirds of the charter schools (see Table 1.7).

Table1.7. Percentage Digtribution of Charter School Principals
Indicating Problemswith Students During the |mplementation Y ear

o0 | proden | ST e | M| ST | e |
Poor student attendance | (15) 33 53 13 30 60 10 (10
Student transportation (15) 53 20 27 29 43 29 (7
'c\)"fﬁiggigwa' needs | 151 20 40 40 18 55 27 )

Student transportation was somewhat a problem or very much a problem a dmos hdf of the
charter schools during their first year. Some charter schools had not initidly planned to provide
for the trangportation needs of their students, but they are doing so in their second year of
operation. Student use of the public bus sysem a some high schools reportedly resulted in
attendance problems. Many schools have been providing door-to-door transportation to promote
higher student attendance, but the associated costs are very high. Two principas indicated that
their trangportation problems have remained unresol ved and have been related to cost.

Mesting the specid needs of students was very much a problem for 40% of the charter schools
and somewhat a problem for an additiond 40% of the schools. Problems included difficulties
with identifying students who had an IEP a a prior school, obtaining recordsIEPs from the
didrict, obtaining current testing and evauation data, and finding certified daff to meet the needs
of identified sudents. Over hdf of the principas have somewhat resolved problems associated
with meeting the specid needs of students; one-fourth have resolved this problem.

Principals rated the extent to which they experienced a number of daffing problems in ther firs
year of implementation. Over hdf of the charter school principas indicated that hiring staff was
somewhat a problem, and one-third indicated it was very much a problem (see Table 1.8). The
late award of charter datus, combined with the need to open schools within a rdatively short
timeframe, was the firgt problem encountered. The gpprova of 15 charter schools meant that all
charter schools smultaneoudy recruited staff and students.

Some principas described hiring and rdleasng many of ther fird-year teachers because the lack
of opportunity to adequately recruit had resulted in occasond philosophical mismatches
between the school’s philosophy of teaching and learning and the teacher's own beiefs and
practices. Nearly one-third of these principas indicated that their hiring problem remained
unresolved, and over haf have only somewhat resolved it.

Over one-fourth of the principas indicated that teacher burnout was very much a problem, and
one-third indicated that it was somewhat a problem. Teacher burnout was an unresolved
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problem a one-third of these schools, and has been somewhat resolved a over hdf of them.
Quadlity of teachers was somewhat a problem or very much a problem for about three-fourths of
the charter schools. This problem remained unresolved or only somewhat resolved in dmost
three-fourths of those schoals.

Table 1.8. Percentage Digtribution of Charter School Principals
Indicating | mplementation Problemswith Staff

Not a Very
Somewhat Not Somewhat

N) P;?t;lﬁn aProblem ngglhe; Resolved | Resolved Resolved | (N)
Hiring staff (15) 13 53 3 31 4 15 (13)
Teacher burnout (15) 40 3 27 3 56 11 9)
Quiality of teachers (15) 27 40 3 27 45 27 (12)
Teacher turnover (15) 40 40 20 11 56 33 9
Adeguate professional
development (15 53 40 7 29 71 0 (7
Callective bargaining (14) 100 0 0 0 0 0 ©)
agreements

Teacher turnover was not a problem at all a 40% of the charter schools during their first yesr,
and was somewhat a problem at another 40%. The problem of teacher turnover was not resolved
a only one of these schools. Providing adequate professona development was somewhat a
problem or very much a problem for dmogt hdf of the charter schools. This issue was not
resolved & any of the schools. All of the chater school principas reported that collective
bargaining agreements were not a problem at all in Kansas City.

Most charter schools were designed with a strong parental involvement component, sometimes
formalized as a contract that outlines the school’s responsbility to the parent and child and the
parents responsbility to the school and child.  Virtudly dl principds described extensive efforts
to involve parents in thar child's education. Mot principas reported a high level of success in
increedng parent attendance at parent-teacher conferences. Parent involvement was described as
both comprehensive and extensive in five charter schools.

Most principas described extengve efforts to invite and involve parents, but reported receiving
little response from the predominantly high-poverty parents. Principas indicated that lack of
parental support was somewhat a problem a 40% of charter schools during ther first year, and
very much a problem a more than one-fourth of charter schools (see Table 1.9). This problem
remained unresolved at dl of these schools.
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Communication with parents was somewhat a problem or very much a problem for over one-
third of the charter schools during their first year. Almost dl of these schools have somewhat
resolved the communications problem.

Table1.9. Percentage Digtribution of Charter School Principals
Indicating | mplementation Problemswith Parents

Not a Very
Somewhat Not Somewhat
(N) ! Problem aProblem Much a Resolved | Resolved Resolved | (N)
at All Problem
Lack of parental support ! (15) 3 40 27 56 44 0 9)
Communication with
parents (15) 60 33 7 17 83 0 (6)

Principds and charter school board members described implementation problems that were
related to oppostion or resstance to charter schools. About 60% of charter school principas
indicated that district resstance was very much a problem, and 33% indicated tha it was
somewhat a problem during ther sart-up and first year (see Table 1.10). Difficulties included
obtaining records of specid education students and very short notification on deadlines for the
completion of reports. Almogt three-fourths of the principals indicated that district resstance
had been somewhat resolved. Severd adminigtrators sought the superintendent’'s assstance in
resolving specific problems, in each instance, they reported that the specific problem had been
immediately resolved.

Many adminidirators indicated that district resstance had appeared to be personspecific.
Virtudly dl had experienced pogtive rddionships with some KCMSD daff persons.  Vey
positive comments were dmost universaly expressed concerning the hdpfulness of the KCMSD
daff person responsible for Common Core data

Table 1.10. Percentage Distribution of Charter School Principals
Indicating | mplementation Problemswith Opposition/Resistance

Not a Very

() | Problem | SOMEMNAL L g [ N L SOMONAL | pesived | (N)
at All Problem

District resistance (15) 7 3 60 29 71 0 (14
State school board 1) 8 20 0 0 100 0o @
opposition
Loca district school
boerd oppasition (13) 33 23 33 63 25 13 ®
Union or bargaining
unit apposition (15) 73 27 0 25 50 25 4
Community opposition | (15) 73 27 0 3 33 33 3
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Only a few principas fdt that members of the state school board were initidly opposed to
chater schools, each believed that State board oppostion had been somewhat resolved.
Opposition from the loca didtrict school board was somewhat a problem or very much a problem
for about 60% of charter school principas. Those problems had been somewhat resolved for
about one-fourth of the charter schools and remained unresolved for about two-thirds of the
schools.  Oppostion from union or bargaining units was somewhat a problem for about one-
fourth of chater schools during therr firs year, but that oppodtion had been resolved or
somewhat resolved. Three-fourths of the charter schools indicated that community oppostion
was not a problem at all in ther first year of operation; others reported that initid opposition had
been somewhat resolved or resolved.

The overdl adequacy of generd information provided by the Missouri Depatment of
Elementary and Secondary Education was rated as adequate or very adequate by 80% of charter
school principas (see Table 1.11). About hdf of the principds rated generd information
provided by the KCMSD as adequate or very adequate 20% indicated that no generd
information had been provided. Generd information provided by the school’s sponsor was rated
as very adequate by 60% of the principals and adequate by more than one-fourth.

Table 1.11. Percentage Distribution of Charter School Principals
Ratings About Adequacy of General Information

Very

Very

Not

Inadequate Inadequate | Adequate Adequate ! Provided (N)
Missouri Department of Elementary
and Secondary Education ! 13 3 27 0 (15)
The KCMSD 13 20 40 7 20 (15)
This school’ s sponsor 7 7 27 60 0 (15)
Educationa management organization 50 17 17 17 0 (6)

Haf of the principas in schools with educationd management organizations indicated that the
information provided by the organizations was very inadequate Two principas described the
information provided by their school’s educational management organization as very adequate or
adequate.

Two-thirds of the charter school principals indicated that the student data information provided
to their school by the Missouri Depatment of Elementary and Secondary Education was
adequate or very adequate, especidly during their second year of operation (see Table 1.12).
About 70% of the principas indicated that student data information provided by the KCMSD
was inadequate or very inadequate. One principa reported that student data information had not
been provided at al by the KCMSD.

About two-thirds of the principas indicated that their sponsors provided adequate or very
adequate sudent data information; dmost one-third said that none had been provided. Two of
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the principas in schools with educationd management organizations indicated that these
organizations had not provided sudent information; two principas indicated that student data
information was very inadequate, and one principa indicated that the data was very adequate.

Table 1.12. Percentage Distribution of Charter School Principals

Ratings About Adequacy of Student Data I nformation

Very Very Not
I nadequate Inadequate | Adequate Adeguate | Provided (N)
Missouri Department of Elementary
and Secondary Education 13 20 40 27 0 (15)
The KCMSD 31 38 23 0 8 (13)
This school’ s sponsor 7 0 29 36 29 (14)
Educationa management organization 40 0 0 20 40 5)

Principads rated the adequecy of professona development opportunities provided by the
Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education, the KCMSD, sponsors, and
educationd management organizations. Six principas indicated that the Missouri Department of
Elementary and Secondary Education had not provided professona development opportunities,
half indicated that the KCMSD had not provided opportunities, and three principas indicated
that their sponsor had not provided opportunities (see Table 1.13). More than hdf of the
principas rated the professona development provided by sponsors and educational management
organizations as adequate or very adequate.

Table 1.13. Per centage Digtribution of Charter School Principals
Ratings About Adequacy of Professional Development

Very Very Not
Inadequate Inedequete | Adequate Adequate | Provided N)
Missouri Department of Elementary
and Secondary Education 13 13 20 13 40 (15)
Didtrict
This school’ s sponsor 13 13 27 27 20 (15)
Educationa management organization 20 20 40 20 0 5)

Principds rated the adequacy of volunteered time provided by parents, community foundations,
and busnesses. Sixty percent of principas rated volunteered time provided to their school by
parents as inadequate or very inadequate (see Table 1.14). More than one-third of the charter
schools were not provided with volunteer time from any community foundation or busness.
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About one-third of the principas rated as adequate or very adequate the volunteered time they
recelved from any of the identified sources.

Table 1.14. Percentage Digtribution of Charter School Principals
Ratings About Adequacy of Volunteered Time

I n;t?qﬁate Inadequate | Adequate Ag/egj);te Pr (lj\lv(i):jed (N)
Parents in this school 27 33 27 13 0 (15)
Community foundation(s) 13 20 13 13 40 (15)
Business partner(s) 13 20 13 20 33 (15)
This schoal’ s sponsor 7 0 33 0 60 (15)

Nearly hdf of the charter schools were provided adequate or very adequate resources by parents
in their school; over 20% of the schools were not provided resources from parents (see Table
1.15). Haf of the schools were provided adequate or very adequate resources by community
foundations.  (Charter schools with for-profit educationa management organizations do not
qudify for grants that require 501(c)(3) nonprofit satus) More than 40% of the charter schools
were provided very adequate or adequate resources by business partners, 21% of the schools
were not provided with resources from any busness. More than hdf of the charter schools were
provided with adequate or very adequate resources from their school’s sponsor; nearly one-third
were not provided school sponsor resources.

Table 1.15. Per centage Distribution of Charter School Principals
Rating About Adequacy of Resour ces

I n;(:qﬁate Inadequate | Adequate Aglegjgte Pr (lj\lv(i)fjed (N)
Parents in this school 14 21 29 14 21 (14)
Community foundation(s) 14 21 29 21 14 (14)
Business partner(s) 14 21 21 21 21 (14)
This school’ s sponsor 0 15 31 23 31 (13)

Charter School Educational M anagement Or ganizations

As they planned for their charter schools, severd principas and charter school board members
met with potentia educational management organizations, they subsequently decided to avoid
the short-term solutions to problems that these organizations provided in order to obtan long-
term educational benefits for their sudents. Some principas and charter school board members
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did not fed that businesses should profit from the education of needy children, especidly when
the needs are so great.

Among the sx schools that contracted with an  educaiond management organization,
saidfaction with these organizations varied widdy.  Two principas indicated satisfaction with
their educational management organizations. One of these principas described the independence
ther educationd management organization provided in terms of ingructiond decisionmeaking,
aswell asthar hepfulnessin human resource issues.

Mogt principds experienced problems with ther educationd management organization during
the fird year of implementation. At two schools, mgor congtruction/renovation was begun and
then abandoned by the educationd management organization when disputes arose.  Other
sources of dissatisfaction centered on the “cookie cutter” gpproach to schools that businesses
gther must or do use, an gpproach that some principals maintain is counter to the intent of
chater schools. Dud, and sometimes conflicting, responshbility and dlegiance to the charter
school board and the educationa management organization raised the question of how charter
boards maintain ther accountability under these contractud relationships. Dissatisfaction with
management included (1) frequent turnover of the educationa management organization's daff,
esch turnover accompanied by different expectations and management syles, (2) lack of
knowledge about legd issues or regulaions specific to Missouri; and (3) the tendency of some
educationd management organizations to micro-manage the school. Severad schools were in the
process of changing educationd management organizations at the time of the interview.



KANSASCITY MISSOURI SCHOOL BOARD PERSPECTIVE

Three of the nine Kansas City Missouri School Board members were interviewed to gan a
school board perspective of charter school implementation. Board members were asked about
the impact of charter schools on school board operations, the KCMSD, and public education in
generd. Members aso were asked to describe the criteria by which digtrict and charter schools
should be assessed by the community.

Board members reported that the extent of the impact that the establishment of charter schools
would have on the school didrict had not been adequately anticipated, and insufficient advanced
planning occurred prior to the 1999-2000 school year. School board members had anticipated
that implementation would occur a a dower rate, and the board was unprepared to address the
issues that arose due to the sponsorship of a large number of charter schools during the fird year.
Concern was expressed that universties sponsored most if not dl gpplications in the first year,
regardless of qudity.

Initidly, the primary concerns of KCMSD school board members focused on leasng buildings
and determining responghility for renovations, & a time when al the stakeholders were learning
about their rights and respongbilities. The ongoing impact of charter schools on the role of the
school board continues to center on fiscal issues, since the digtrict serves as the vehicle for the
digribution of funds. Complicating the issue are lack of a clear policy regarding didrict and
charter school relationships, and lack of a process for resolution of fisca disputes.

From the perspective of the board members, charter schools have had a subgtantid financid
impact on the KCMSD. Some board members were concerned about the accuracy of estimated
enrollment  figures for chater schools, since these edimaies are used to determine funding.
Additiondly, snce funding is determined by enrollment a the beginning of the year, the didrict
is not reimbursed for students who return to a digtrict school during the year. Thus, suspenson
policies and rates are of mutua concern to both the district and to charter schools.

KCMSD school board interviewees described other perceived impacts on the district, such as
further racid isolation (i.e, a decrease in white student enrollment in digtrict schools); returning
sudents confusion due to the differences between KCMSD and charter school curricula; loss of
middle class parents who opt to enroll their children in charter schools leaving in the didrict
parents who are not as wel informed about the sysem; and loss of a rdaively high number of
teachers due to higher wages a chater schools, which has intensfied the didrict's teacher
shortage. Thus far, none of the interviewees perceived any improvement for public education as
aresult of the implementation of charter schools.

Members of the school board indicated a belief that charter schools should be held accountable
to the same dandards set by the date for the didtrict. Performance measures should include
MAP scores, high school graduation rate, dropout rate, and teacher turnover. Interviewees
suggested that no additional charter schools receive gpprova until there is an accountability plan
in place, as well as standards by which to measure charter school performance. Once a plan is
enacted, then charter schools and the KCMSD schools can be compared. Board members



expressed the opinion that charter school implementation requires a solid foundation and that the
sheer number of chater schools might result in their falure, smilar to what occurred with
magnet schooals.,

KCMSD board members acknowledged that the KCMSD must be prepared to compete with
chater and private schools in order to be successful. They suggested that Site-based
management be implemented to achieve that god, and that further educationa reforms related to
research-based best practices are needed.
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COMMUNITY PERSPECTIVE

Eleven members of the community, most of whom report a reationship with or interest in the
KCMSD, were interviewed to gan a community perspective of charter school implementation.
Interviewees represent political  office, busness, the ministry, and resdents and include the
mayor and former mayor of Kansas City, the presdent of the Urban League of Greater Kansas
City, an atorney, busness owners, an executive of the Learning Exchange, and an executive of
Jdunior Achievement of Middle America  Almost three-fourths of the interviewees or ther
organizations provide some type of support to regular public schools and about haf provide
support to chater schools.  Types of support include volunteering, providing materias and
supplies, adopting a school, giving rewards to sudents for improvement in grades and test
scores, providing professond  development opportunities for the daff and/or parents, raisng
additiond funds through grants and competitions, and providing economic education programs.
Community member interviewees were asked about the impact of charter schools on the
KCMSD and public education in generd, their vison of public education, and the criteria by
which digtrict and charter schools should be assessed by the community.

Community member interviewees see severd possble impacts on the didrict. Mogt interviewees
express concern about the loss of students and funds without a reduction in overal didtrict cods,
which has “potentidly worsened the dtudion for the KCMSD.” Severd interviewees suggest
that impects include loss of parents who ae active in the education of ther child. Severd
interviewees date that charter schools provide families vigble dternatives to public education
and chalenge the KCMSD to reinvent itsdf as a competitive public education provider, rather
than a sole provider. One interviewee believes that as a competitor, “the didtrict is doing things
differently. It is advertisng and the superintendent sent out letters encouraging students to return
to the didtrict.”

Community member interviewees were asked if they bedieve that public education is improved
by the implementation of charter schools. About one-third of the community interviewees
believe public education is considerably improved’ because of implementation of charter
schools, and one-fourth believe that it is somewhat improved. Fewer than 15% report that they
believe public education is not improved by the implementation of charter schools, and one-
fourth report thet they do not know if public education isimproved.

The words of one interviewee represent, in generd, the group's vison and concern for public
education.

Every student must be afforded an education that will allow hinvher to function at
a level that reaches their full potential. Further, public education must
successfully compete with charter schools and private schools so that parents
clearly have a choice based on something other than the perceived difference in
the quality of education.

! Rating options include considerably i mproved, somewhat improved, not improved, and don’t know.



Interviewees suggested some dements that they beieve are key to ther vison for public
education. These include a system that meets the diverse needs of families and children who live
in the area, leadership, neighborhood schools, ste-based management, small schools and class
gze, and a sysem that motivates students to learn and closes “the achievement gap between
black and white achievement levels”

Asked whether charter schools fit into their vison for public education, the perspective of most
community member interviewees is expressed by the following comment:

Charter schools may be a part of this vision, if along with other public schools
they can deliver a quality education to all children. To date, that information is
not available on charter schools.

One respondent expressed the belief that charter schools fit into the vison because they provide
“parents and children with specific interes an opportunity to creaste an environment and
curriculum for their children to achieve ther specific education objective while dlowing parents
to participate in afundamenta way.”

Approximately 40% of the interviewees rated the performance of the KCMSD as fair® and 60%
rated the performance of KCMSD as poor. When asked to rate the performance of charter
schools, about hdf rated the performance of the charter schools as fair, about 15% of
interviewees rated the performance of the charter schools as good or excellent, and 35% said that
they “didn’t know.”

Community members agree that an improved public education system that ddivers a qudity
education to dl children is needed. In generd, community members believe that not enough
evidence has been gathered thus far to decide whether charter schools have a viable role that
warrants adding more charter schools.  About 50% of community interviewees are undecided
whether there should be more charter schools, and more than 35% believe that additional charter
schools should not be approved at thistime.

Severd interviewees believe that charter school accountability is a criticd issue and that
dandards need to be st for charter schools so that the general public can make informed
decisons aout which school will mogt likdy meet their childs needs.  Community members
offer criteria by which the community should measure whether the charter schools or regular
public schools are doing a good job. Suggestions include developing an accountability modd for
measuring children’s learning; test results, including rigorous gain score andyds, reading ability,
and reading, math, and science aptitude; rates of attendance, drop-out, and graduation; and
degree of community/parenta involvement and support.

2 Rating options are excellent, good, fair, and poor.



PARENT PERCEPTIONS

Parents of students in five Kansas City charter schools completed a survey about their child's
school. The five charter schools include three dementary schools (Academy of Kansas City!,
Lee A. Tolbet Community Academy?, Scuola Vita Nuova®) one middle school (Southwest
Charter School*), and one dternaive middle school (Genesis School). Parents were asked
about prior school enrollment, reasons for choosing their child's charter school, satisfaction with
their child's school, and parent involvement. Approximately 500 parents completed a survey.

Most charter schools are not included in the data presented in this section. Some schools had
surveyed their parents prior to the state evauation efforts, and some schools and their boards
were in the process of deveoping their own survey instrument to obtain parent feedback.
Principas of dl schools, therefore, were asked to provide their “best etimate” of their students
prior school experiences and the reasons parents had sdlected their charter schoal.

Parents were asked about their child's school experience prior to enrolling in the charter schoal.
Eighty-five percent of the parents indicated tha their child had been enrolled in a public school
(see Table 2.1). Almost al of these parents reported that their child had attended a KCMSD
public school; others had attended public school in other metropolitan area districts or out of
date. Eleven percent of the children had attended private schools, and 3% were not of school
age. Approximatdy 80% of the dementary students had attended preschool. These figures
correspond to the principals perceptions of where their students had attended school prior to
their charter school enrollment.

Table2.1. Percentage Distribution of Charter School Students
Prior School Experience as Reported by Parents & Estimated by Principals

Parent Reports ' Principal

(N =498) ' Estimates
Our child was home schooled 1 : 1
Our child attended public school 85 : 7
Our child attended private school 11 | 5
Our child was not of school age 3 13

PARENT PERCEPTIONS ABOUT THEIR CHILD’SCHARTER SCHOOL

Parents were asked to indicate their reason(s) for choosing the charter school that therr child
attends, and principals were asked for their perceptions of these choices. Most parents chose

! 79% Response Rate

2 369% Response Rate
3 43% Response Rate
4 46% Response Rate
® 68% Response Rate



their child's charter school because of the school’s philosophy about teaching and learning,
because the curriculum/ingructional focus meets their child's needs, and/or because the teschers
ae wel qudified, views that are consgtent with those expressed by the principas (see Table
2.2). Three-fourths of the parents reported that they had chosen their child's school because
parents are asked for their opinions about how the school is run; 60% of the principas perceived
this to be a factor in school sdlection. Approximatdy two-thirds of the parents chose the charter
school because they were not satisfied with ther child's learning opportunities, dl of the
principas percelved that parents had chosen a charter school for this reason. More than haf of
the parents chose the school because it is close to their home nearly three-fourths of the
principas felt that proximity to the home influenced the parent’s decision.

Table2.2. Percentage of Parentsand Principals | dentifying
Various Reasonsfor Charter School Selection

' Parent 1 Princi pals

1 Reports 1+ Perceptions
I/we like this school’ s philosophy about teaching and learning. © @3 93
This school has a curriculum/ingtructiona focus that meets our/my child’ s needs. 92 100
This school has well qualified teachers o ! 87
This school asks for parents' opinions about how the schoal is run. 74 60
| was/we were not satisfied with our child’s learning opportunities. © 63 . 100
This schoal is close to our/my home. 55 73
Our/my child has special needs that this school addresses, Co4 T3
Our/my child had problems in hisher prior school. '\ 39 ' o3
Our/my friends or family send their children to this school. A T
I/we had safety concerns about the school our child used to attend. 37 73
Transportation is provided. L2 60
This school is close to our/my work. ;T 73

Approximately 40% of the parents chose the charter school because their child had problems at
higher prior school and/or the charter school addresses their child's specid needs. Nearly dl of
the principas fet that parents had chosen the charter school because their child had problems in
his’lher prior school, and amost three-fourths felt that parents wanted a school that addresses the
gpecid needs of their child. More than three-fourths of the parents from the dternative middle
school reported that their child had problems in hisher prior school, and more than 60% of those
parents indicated that their child has specia needs that the charter school addresses. Between
18% and 36% of the parents from the other responding schools indicated that their child has
gpecia needsthat are addressed by the schooal.

Approximately 40% of the parents reported that they chose their child's charter school because
friends or family sent their children to the school; dmog dl of the principas perceived this
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reason to be important to parents. Approximately 40% of the parents reported that they had
safety concerns about the school their child previoudy attended. Over hdf of the parents from
the aternative middie school reported these concerns, as well as gpproximately one-third of the
parents from the other surveyed schools. — Approximatedy three-fourths of the principds
perceived that parents chose their charter school because they were concerned for ther child's

ety

Approximately one-fourth of parents chose a particular charter school because transportation is
provided. Almost two-thirds of the aternative middle school students parents made their choice
for this reason; only about one-fourth of the parents at two schools, and fewer than 10% from the
remaining two schools, consdered trangportation to be a factor in their decision. Sixty percent
of the principals felt that parents chose the school because transportation is provided.

Approximately one-fourth of parents chose their child's charter school because it is close to their
work. Approximately 40% of the parents from two eementary schools indicated that they chose
their child's charter school for this reason; fewer than one-fourth of the parents from the other
three schools indicated proximity to work as a reason for choosing their child's school.
Approximatdy three-fourths of the principals reported that the parents choice was based on the
school’s proximity to the parent's place of employment, a particularly important factor when
trangportation is not provided. Other reasons listed by parents for choosing their child's school
include new learning opportunities; excdlent curriculum; and concerned, involved teachers.

Parents were asked about their satisfaction with their child's school. More than 85% of the
charter school parents agreed that their child's teacher cares about higher students, and that their
child's teecher lets them know if shelhe has concerns about their child. Almost dl parents of
elementary children agreed that their child works hard a the charter school; approximately two-
thirds of the parents of middie school children agreed with this statement. Three-fourths of the
parents indicated that their child recelves extra hep when it is needed, has the books and
materials that he/she needs, is safe at the school, and likes attending the school. More than 90%
of the parents from one of the dementary schools agreed tha ther child's teacher maintains
good classsoom discipling; gpproximately three-fourths of the parents from the other four schools
agreed with this datement. Parents differed in ther perceptions as to whether their child is
assgned an agpproprigte amount of homework.  Approximady two-thirds of the middle school
parents agreed that their child is assigned an appropriate amount of homework, compared to over
three-fourths of the dementary sudents parents.

Parents were asked to rate how well they think their child is doing in their charter school. At two
schools, none of the parents thought that their child is doing below average work; a two schoals,
fewer than 10% of the parents rated ther child bdow average; and a the middle school,
approximately 20% of the parents thought their child to be below average. More than haf of the
parents at each school rated their child as average. Almost haf of the parents from one
elementary school believed their child to be above average; more than one-third of the parents at
another dementary school and a the dternaive middle school believed their child to be above
average, and approximately 20% of the parents from the remaining two schools rated their child
above average.
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Parents were asked to rate the quality of the charter school their child attends. Few parents rated
the qudity as poor. Nearly two-thirds of the parents from the dternative middle school rated its
quaity as excellent; more than 40% of the parents from two eementary schools rated their
school as excellent; and agpproximately 15% of the parents a the remaning two schools gave
ther school a rating of excellent. Approximatey haf of the parents a each school rated the
quality of the school as good. Fewer than 10% of the parents perceived their school’s qudity to
be fair, with the exception of the middle school; approximately one-fourth of these parents rated
the school asfair.

PARENT INVOLVEMENT IN CHARTER SCHOOLSAND AT HOME

Parents were asked about ther involvement with ther child's charter school during 2000-01.
Almost dl parents reported that they felt welcome at the school (see Table 2.3). Ninety percent
reported that they received regular communication about their child's progress and attended
parent/teacher conferences during the 2000-01 school year. More than 80% of the parents
reported that they vidted their child's classoom during this time. Approximately two-thirds of
the parents indicated that they were asked to give opinions about how the schooal is run.

Table 2.3. Percentage of Charter School
Parents Reporting Various Types of Involvement

Yes
I/we fedd welcome at this school. 97
I/we receive regular communication about how well our/my child is doing in school. Q0
I/we attended parent/teacher conferences about our child during the 2000-01 school year. 89
I/we vidited our child's classroom during the 2000-01 school year. 83
| am/we are asked to give our opinion on how the school is run. 68

Parents were asked to describe their child’s home literacy experiences. Less than one-fifth of the
parents read or tells stories to their child daily (see Table 2.4). Two-thirds of dementary school
parents read or tell stories to their child several times a week or less frequently; less than one-
fifth never read to ther child. Typicdly, parents spend between 20 or 30 minutes reading to
their child (see Table 25). More than one-fourth of the dementary parents lisen to their child
read daily, about one-hdf of them ligen to ther child read several times a week, and about one-
fourth of them listen to their child read several times a month or less frequently.

About haf of the children a dementary schools read & home on a daily bass; and about 40%

read several times a week; the remaning 10% read less frequently. When dementary children
read a home, they typically read for 20 to 30 minutes, according to their parents.
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Nearly al parents reported that their dementary child talks about what they read daily or several
times a week; about 10% indicated that their child talks about what he/she reads several times a
month or less. At two eementary schools, more than three-fourths of the parents indicated that
their child does homework daily, and about one-fourth reported that their child does homework
several times a week. At the third dementary school, approximately two-thirds of the children
do homework several times a week, and about one-fourth do homework daily. Parent reports of
the frequency with which they check their child’'s homework corresponded b the frequency with
which ther child does homework, indicating that, in generd, whenever homework is assgned,
the parents ascertain that their child completes the assgnment.

Table 2.4. Percentage Distribution of Elementary Charter School Students’
Home Literacy Experiences

: : : ' Never 1 Not
' 1 Several 1+ Several or 1+ Appropriate
: . Timesa  Timesa : Almost : for Child's
. Daily . Week , Month | Never . Age
IAwe tell stories to our child. 16 40 26 1 8
Our/my child is read to. 19 42 26 7
I/we listen to our child read. 26 46 21 3 4
Our/my child reads or looks at books. . 50 41 7 2
Our/my child talks about what he/she reads. . 39 . 4 . 11 . 4
Our/my child does homework. 67 27 L3
I/we check that our child does his’her homework. 68 28 1
Table 2.5. Percentage Distribution of Elementary Charter School Students
Time Spent on Home Literacy Experiences
. 5 1 About ; About . 1 | Not
. minutes, 20 , 30 | hour , Appropriate
. orless |, minutes ; minutes ; or , for Our
| | | , more ; Child’sAge
During atypical day when someone in your home 5 51 24 8 12
reads to your child, about how much time is spent ! ! ! ! !
reading? I I I I I
During atypica day whenyour childreadsorlooks | 4 | 39 | 41 | 17 |
at books at home, about how much time does he/she | : I I I
spend? I I I I I
During atypical day when your child does .4 . 26 . 36 . 3

homework, about how much time does he/she spend?
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Over one-fourth of the middle school children read a home on a daily basis, more than one-third
read several times a week, and one-fourth read several times a month. More than one-third of the
middle school parents indicated that their child reads approximately 20 to 30 minutes per day.

At the middle schools, dmost hdf of the sudents typicdly spend one hour or more doing
homework; more than one-fourth of the students spend about 30 minutes; about one-fourth spend
20 minutes or less.

FUTURE EVALUATION NEEDS

Improving the qudity of information from parents is a priority need for the second year of the
evdudion. In order to obtan representative information from parents in dl schools, an
evduation meeting will be conducted in summer 2001 that invites participation of sponsors and
dl chate school principds. Agreement will be reached on a common st of
questions/indicators that will be obtained from parents in terms of (1) activities in the home that
support student learning and (2) parent perceptions of the qudity of the charter school. In Al
likdihood, obtaining this data will require two separate adminidrations. For purposes of
activities in the home that support learning, information requires collection in a way that
identifies the student so data can be maintaned a a sudent level of andyss. Given the large
parent turnout for parent-teacher conferences, these conferences may provide the ided
opportunity for obtaining representative data. For purposes of parent perceptions of the quality
of the charter school, this information will be obtained anonymoudy. However, procedures will
be required to alow for follow-up of non-responses to ensure representative data.

Additiond evauation needs incdlude more rdiable methods of documenting in the student-leve
database reasons for student departures from the charter school. While some research has
indicated that departures from charter schools represent that “parents vote with their feet,” a
number of other reasons for ealy exits or lae entries exis and require systematic
documentation. Measurement is needed that differentiates exits and entries within and between
school years. Exits within a school year may include reasons sich as suspensions, parent/student
disstisfaction with the school, and parent/student falure to understand the implications of the
chater school’s desgn (eg., language immerson, extended day, year-round schooling).
Reasons for exits between school years may include dissatisfaction with the student’s experience
in the prior year, the charter school does not serve the next grade level, or the student is not on
the school’ s priority list for entrance.



STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT

The development of the Missouri Assessment Program (MAP) has provided a basis for assessng
academic achievement and how it should be measured for students in Missouri. The availability
of MAP data on a Staewide bass has greatly improved the potentid for evaluating the impact of
teeching and leaning on dudent achievement. This Stuaion differs dramaicdly from the
evaduation of chater school effectiveness in Cdifornia, which concluded that the diversty of
asessment  practices, philosophies, and avalable data—either from the dtate or schools—does
not alow for conclusons about the performance of charter students compared to other public
education students (Powell, Blackorby, Marsh, Finnegan, & Anderson, 1997).

The MAP was developed in response to Missouri Senate Bill 380. The MAP assessments
include multiple choice questions, congtructed responses, and performance events in al subject
areas. It incorporates the TerraNova, anorm-referenced test developed by CTB McGraw Hill.

In addition to the MAP, universty sponsors for the Kansas City Charter Schools and a charter
school resource center (Nahas and Brigham) have additiondly advised charter schools to
adminiser a naiondly normed test to dl sudents. As of the spring of 2001, the Stanford 9
Achievement Battery (SAT 9) is adminigered to dl charter school sudents, the intent is to
adminigter the SAT 9 to dl charter school students on afall and pring basis.

The sdection of this nationdly-normed achievement test for Kansas City charter schools is due
to the fact that it is dso administered by the KCMSD, which adminigers the SAT 9 in the fdl
norming period. Because of the concern of being unable to be accountable for students who
leave the school a the end of the school year (eg., for instance, in dtuations where the next
grade level is not served by the school), charter schools have initiated fal-spring testing at every
grade level in 2000-01. Thus, a variety of achievement data will be available over the years for
the purpose of evauating Kansas City charter school performance.

MAP 2000 DATA AND METRICS

Computerized MAP 2000 basdine data was obtaned from the Missouri Department of
Elementary and Secondary Education for 14 charter schools in the areas of communication arts,
mathematics, science, and socid sudies. Students in grades 3, 7, and 11 are tested in
communication arts; grades 4, 8, and 10 are tested in mathematics, grades 3, 7, and 10 are tested
in science; and grades 4, 8, and 11 are tested in socid studies. Because one charter school
(Gordon Parks Elementary) did not serve the third grade in 2000, basdine MAP data for the
school will be obtained in 2001.

Building data provided by the MAP include average scde scores, nationd percentile ranking of
the mean TeraNova NCE score, and five levels of peformance designated as Step 1,
progressing, nearing proficiency, proficient, and advanced. Scae score ranges have been
categorized to represent the five levels of performance.  MAP reports to schools contain
measures of the percent of students scoring in each leve of performance.



Norma Curve Equivaent Scores (NCES), unlike percentiles, are equa interval scores and meet
criteria for vdid aggregaion.  Although they cannot be vdidly aggregated, percentile rankings
provide esse of interpretation at the individual student level that NCEs do not.

Charter school comparisons that are possible with MAP 2000 data are as follows.

1) State and KCMSD comparisons on the MAP by content area and grade leve, and
comparisons to nationa norms for the TerraNova portion of the MAP.

2) State and KCMSD comparisons on the MAP by content area, grade level, and student
background characteristics (gender and race/ethnicity);

3) Comparisons of MAP scores for each charter school to KCMSD results by content area
and grade levd, summarizing over time the number of charter schools that exceed, med,
or are lower than average district performances,

4) Comparable school comparisons, initidly defining “comparable’ schools based on
smilar sudents served in terms of grade leve, poverty, gender, and race/ethnicity; and

5) Structurd equation modding of the effects of sudent background characteristics and
KCM SD/charter school attendance on MAP scores.

The computerized MAP database has some limitations that require future resolution. During
their first year of operation, charter schools reported required MAP data, which did not include
data on indicators of poverty (represented by digibility for free or reduced price lunch).
Discussons among sponsors, charter school representatives, and the evauator focused on the
importance of performance comparisons disaggregated by gender, racelethnicity, and poverty.
All schools agreed to report that data for MAP 2001.

Additiordlly, to preserve the anonymity of dudents, the database provided by DESE was
dripped of dudent identification numbers and names.  Since longitudina databases will emerge
over the five-year charters, linking MAP data to other achievement data, attendance data, and
other measures will be required. For the present report, the lack of a link between MAP data and
SAT 9 data means that only aggregate comparisons, rather than matched student comparisons,
are possible for MAP 2000 and SAT 9 reaullts.

STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST DATA AND METRICS

Score metrics provided by SAT 9 include scaed scores, NCES, percentiles, and grade-equivaent
scores.  Increases in the size of scaed scores demondtrate that sudents are learning.  NCEs and
percentiles indicate how much students are learning relative to a naiona norming group; thus, if
dudents are learning at the rate of their nationd peers, they will score a a higher scaed score
upon subsequent testing, but at the same percentile or NCE score!  Since percentiles are not
equal-interval measures, they are interpretable at the individud student level. Percentiles cannot
be averaged or used as measures of growth. The unequd intervas are especidly large a the
lower and upper ends of the digtribution, leading to invalid and inflated/deflated conclusons of
growth in student achievement.

! Thefailure to produce changes in percentiles or NCEs has oftentimes erroneously been interpreted to mean “no
growth in achievement.” The correct interpretation isthat students have not grown at arate that exceeds their
nationally-normed peers.
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In the first year of operation, three of the eight charter schools serving dementary students tested
dudents on the SAT 9 during the fdl testing cycle. In sporing 2000, four eementary charter
schools did so. In fal 2000, al but one dementary charter school administered the SAT 9 to
their sudents.  In spring 2001, dl dementary schools administered the SAT 9. All but two
middle/secondary charter schools administered the SAT 9 during both fal and spring for both
years. Thetwo schools administered the SAT 9 during fall and spring of 2000-01.

Comparisons that are possible with SAT 9 data are as follows:

1) Comparisonsto anationa norm using an equa-interva score (i.e., NCES),

2) Fdl-spring comparisons of student gains for each school year and as atrend andysis, and

3) Longitudind (same student) comparisons of student gains® for (@) fal-spring testing
cydesand (b) annud fal-fal and soring-spring testing cycles.

Another potentia for comparisons could be the performance of charter schools relative to other
Kansas City metropolitan schools. This comparison is not presently an option based on data that
is made public a the school level. Mogt didtricts and schools do not report aggregated results of
dudent-level normetive data; rather, they use “school-levd” norms, which have been criticized
for more than a decade for producing inflated estimates of school performance.

Limitations

The meaning of grade-equivalent scores, which continue to be the favored reporting scores
among many educators and evauators of the success of charter schools (see Landey et a., 1999,
pp 505-506), has a long hisory of misnterpretation worthy of discusson. Grade-equivaent
scores are Smply linear transformations st to a scale that typicaly ranges from K.1 to 129
rather than from 1-99, the range for NCE and percentile scores. This range is contained on al
test leves, thus, a third grader who scores very high on the test may get a grade-equivdent score
of 83, for exanple Vey frequently, this score is misnterpreted to mean that the sudent
performs at the 8" grade level when, in point of fact, no 8" grade items are contained on the test.

Additiondly, the interpretation of grade-equivaent scores as rather precise indicators of month-in
grade achievement perpetuates the notion that the psychometric community can provide
information on what students should and do know on a month-by-month bass (Pfannendtid,
1992). Because they are smply another linear scae based on the same items and test results,
grade-equivaent scores can provide no more information about whether a child is “on grade levd”
or has gained “one year's growth”® than can NCEs, percentiles, or gandard scores. Claims that
dudents, on average, make “a full year's growth” (for example, from an average grade-equivaent
score of 5.4 to a grade-equivaent of 6.4) sound impressive and are used to substantiate effective
schoaling; in redlity, they may only mean that the students incressed from the 33" to the 38™" NCE,

2 Gain scores will be initially computed as the difference between post-test and pretest scores for matched students.
To be technically precise, regressed difference scores should be used. However, these scores lack the apparent
interpretability that difference scores provide. Thus, the more readily interpretable difference scores will be used
except when technically precise analyses of effectiveness are reported in future evaluation reports.

3 The charter School Information Center, in their section on “Academic Accountability,” recommends that “the
primary goal isto obtain one plus year of progress for each student.”
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for example. One can no more clam that a difference of 1.0 on a grade-equivdent messure
conditutes a year's growth in learning or medery of a grade levd than one can clam that an
increase of 5 NCEs condtitutes a year of growth. Too often, the incorrect interpretation of grade-
equivdent scores leads to conclusons of success or falure when those conclusons ae
unwarranted.

Limitations of the SAT 9 daabase include its falure to provide a measure of racid/ethnic
identity, an important varigble for disaggregation. This will be corrected for future evauation
reports. For the present report, SAT 9 data cannot be disaggregated to compare it with MAP
data by racelethnicity. Additiondly, obtaining sudent-level SAT 9 data from Edison Schools
will be pursued to dlow for Allen Edison Educationd Village sinclusonin dl anadyses.

AGGREGATE MAP 2000 BASELINE ACHIEVEMENT RESULTS

Comparisons of aggregate charter school basdine achievement for MAP 2000 by content area
and grade level indicate that students in charter schools scored lower than KCMSD students in
most comparisons, both KCMSD and chater schools scored sgnificantly and  meaningfully
below state averages.

MAP Communication Arts

In 3¢ grade communication arts, KCMSD students scored about one-half of a standard deviation,
and charter school students scored more than two-thirds of a standard deviation, below the state
average (see Table 3.1). Differences between KCMSD students and charter school students are
sgnificant a p < .0001. Thirty percent of 3¢ graders statewide, 55% of 3¢ gradersin KCMSD,
and 66% of 3" gradersin charter schools scored in the lowest two levels of the MAP.

In 7" grade communication arts, no dtatisticd or meaningful difference exists between KCMSD
and charter students. Both scored about three-fourths of a standard deviation below the State
average. About 70% of KCMSD and charter school 7" graders scored in the lowest two levels
of MAP communication arts, compared to 38% for the Sate.

In 11" grade communication arts, KCMSD students scored about two-thirds of a standard
deviation, and charter school students scored a full standard deviaion, below the state average.
Differences between KCMSD students and charter school students are sgnificant a p < .0001.
The percentage of dudents a the lowest two levels differs widdy among Students statewide,
KDMSD students, and charter school students. Forty percent of 11" grade students satewide,
57% of KCMSD 11" graders, and 81% of charter school 11" graders scored in the lowest two
levels of the MAP communication arts assessment.

MAP Mathematics
In 4" grade mathematics, KCMSD students scored almost three-fourths of a standard deviation,
and charter school students scored more than three-fourths of a standard deviation, below the

date average MAP scde mean (see Table 3.2). The difference in scde score performance of
KCMSD 4" graders and charter school 4™ graders is not statisticdlly significant.  Twenty-two
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Table3.1. MAP 2000 Communication Arts Basdline Resultsfor State of Missouri,
KCM SD, and Charter School Studentsby Grade L evel

State KCMSD Charter
Communication Arts
Grade 3 (N) (69,638) s.d. (2,839 s.d. (243) sd.
MAP Mean 638 34.0 617 374 606 40.1
% lowest 2 levels 30 55 64
TerraNova NP Mean 58 275 41 28.2 37 278
TerraNova NCE Mean 56 20.1 44 20.5 41 20.3
Grade 7 (N) (66,713) sd. (1,981) sd. (416) sd.
MAP Mean 675 35.5 648 38.8 646 38.0
% lowest 2 levels 38 68 70
TerraNova NP Mean 57 26.4 39 26.0 38 26.2
TerraNova NCE Mean 55 19.2 42 19.3 42 18.9
Grade 11 (N) (53,39%6) sd. (948) sd. (208) s.d.
MAP Mean 713 328 692 34.2 679 34.1
% lowest 2 levels 39 374 81
TerraNova NP Mean 60 25.0 45 259 39 237
TerraNova NCE Mean 57 175 46 17.7 43 15.6
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Table3.2. MAP 2000 M athematics Baseline Results for State of Missouri, KCMSD,
and Charter School Studentsby Grade L evel

State KCMSD Charter
M athematics
Grade4 (N) (69,554) s.d. (2,807) sd. (165) sd.
MAP Mean 641 39.1 614 38.7 608 38.3
% lowest 2 levels 22 48 58
TerraNova NP Mean 58 27.6 38 26.2 36 26.6
TerraNova NCE Mean 56 20.3 42 18.8 41 19.6
Grade 8 (N) (67,527) sd. (1,886) sd. (372) sd.
MAP Mean 697 44.4 668 43.8 652 45.0
% lowest 2 levels 57 83 92
TerraNova NP Mean 57 29.2 35 27.3 30 24.0
TerraNova NCE Mean 55 21.3 39 20.3 35 18.4
Grade 10 (N) (59,979) sd. (1,246) sd. (307) sd.
MAP Mean 727 47.9 685 51.6 672 415
% lowest 2 levels 60 87 95
TerraNova NP Mean 64 284 41 29.0 A 22.8
TerraNova NCE Mean 60 21.8 43 22.0 39 16.7
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percent of 4" graders statewide, 48% of 4™ graders in KCMSD, and 58% of 4" graders in charter
schools scored in the lowest two levels of the MAP in mathematics.

In 8" grade mathematics, KCMSD students scored two-thirds of a standard deviation below the
date average, and chater students scored dmost a full sandard deviation below the date
average (p < .0001). Eighty-three percent of KCMSD and 92% of charter school 8" graders
scored in the lowest two levels of MAP mathematics, compared to 58% for the Sate.

In 10" grade mathematics, KCMSD students scored more than three-fourths of a standard
deviation, and charter school students scored more than a full standard deviation, below the state
average (p < .0001). Sixty percent of 10" grade students statewide, 87% of KCMSD 10
graders, and 95% of charter school 10" graders scored in the lowest two levels of the MAP
mathematics assessment.

MAP Science

In 3" grade science, KCMSD students scored two-thirds of a standard deviation, and charter
school students scored more than a full standard deviation, below the state average (see Table
3.3). This difference is significant & p < .0001. Nineteen percent of 39 graders statewide, 45%
of 3" graders in KCMSD, and 65% of 3" graders in charter schools scored in the lowest two
levels of the MAP in science.

In 7" grade science, no significant difference exists between KCMSD and charter students.  Both
scored a full standard deviation below the state average. About 90% of KCMSD and charter
school 7" graders scored in the lowest two levels of the MAP in science, compared to 59% for
the state.

In 10" grade science, KCMSD students scored a full standard deviation, and charter school
students scored one-and-one-hdf standard deviations, below the date average. This difference is
Sgnificant a p < .0001. Fifty-six percent of 10" grade students statewide, 87% of KCMSD 10™
graders, and 97% of charter school 10" graders scored in the lowest two levels of the MAP
science assessment.

MAP Social Studies

In 4™ grade socia studies, KCMSD students scored two-thirds of a standard deviation, and
charter school students scored more than a full standard deviation, below the state average MAP
scale mean (see Table 34). This difference is significant a p < .0001 Thirty-two percent of 4"
graders statewide, 60% of 4™ graders in KCMSD, and 74% of 4™ graders in charter schools
scored in the lowest two levels of the MAP in socia studies.

In 8" grade socid studies, KCMSD students scored more than two-thirds of a standard deviation

below the dtate average, and charter students scored more than a full standard deviation below
the daie average. This difference is dgnificant a p < .01. Sixty-five percent of KCMSD and
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74% of charter school 8" graders scored in the lowest two levels of MAP socid studies,
compared to 31% for the Sate.

In 11" grade socia studies, KCMSD students scored three-fourths of a standard deviation, and
charter school students scored more than a full ¢andard deviation, below the State average. This
difference is significant a p = .01 Forty-five percent of 11" grade students statewide, 75% of
KCMSD 11" graders, and 87% of charter school 11" graders scored in the lowest two levels of
the MAP social studies assessment.

Table3.3. MAP 2000 Science Basaline Resultsfor State of Missouri, KCM SD,
and Charter School Students by Grade Level

State KCMSD Charter
Science
Grade 3 (N) (69,928) sd. (2,882 sd. (208) sd.
MAP Mean 635 384 609 43.0 590 42.3
% lowest 2 levels 19 45 65
TerraNova NP Mean 64 28.9 43 30.2 35 27.9
TerraNova NCE Mean 61 21.9 45 225 40 20.8
Grade 7 (N) (67,121) sd. (2,000) sd. (402 sd.
MAP Mean 684 347 650 38.0 650 37.7
% lowest 2 levels 59 89 93
TerraNova NP Mean 57 26.8 35 25.8 33 24.6
TerraNova NCE Mean 55 19.1 39 18.6 38 18.1
Grade 10 (N) (59,922) sd. (1,232 sd. (288) sd.
MAP Mean 710 36.1 676 405 657 36.5
% lowest 2 levels 56 87 97
TerraNova NP Mean 62 25.9 38 25.8 27 19.8
TerraNova NCE Mean 58 184 42 184 35 14.2
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Table3.4. MAP 2000 Social Studies Basaline Resultsfor State of Missouri, KCMSD, and
Charter School Students by Grade Level

State KCMSD Charter
Social Studies
Grade 4 (N) (69,441) s.d. (2,797) s.d. (166) sd.
MAP Mean 652 25.9 634 28.9 623 30.9
% lowest 2 levels 32 60 74
TerraNova NP Mean 63 253 47 26.5 42 28.6
TerraNova NCE Mean 59 18.7 49 18.9 45 20.8
Grade 8 (N) (67,364) sd. (2120 sd. (129) sd.
MAP Mean 690 30.3 665 30.7 657 35.1
% lowest 2 levels 31 65 74
TerraNova NP Mean 61 26.8 41 26.1 37 26.2
TerraNova NCE Mean 58 195 44 18.4 42 18.6
Grade 11 (N) (54,105) sd. (1,128 sd. (76) sd.
MAP Mean 714 26.7 64 30.3 688 23.8
% lowest 2 levels 45 75 87
TerraNova NP Mean 60 24.9 44 25.2 36 20.6
TerraNova NCE Mean 57 17.7 46 17.8 41 15.3
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TerraNova Comparisonsto National Norms

Norma Curve Equivaent (NCE) scores from the TerraNova portion of the MAP dlow for sate,
KCMSD, and charter school comparisons to a nationdly-normed group of dudents for al
content areas and grade levels tested. These comparisons indicate that students in the State of
Missouri score somewhat above the nationd average a dl grade levels and in dl content areas
tested. Though some variation exists among grade levels and subject aress, the average student
in Missouri scores between the 55 and 60" NCE compared to their national peers who score at
the 50" NCE.

Students in the KCMSD score lower than the nationd average at dl grade levels and content
areas except in 3" grade socid studies, where studerts score a the nationd average. Though
some variation exists among grade levels and subject aress, the average student in the KCMSD
scores between the 39" and 49" NCE. Their best performances are in socid studies, where
NCEs average 44 in 8" grade, 46 in 11'" grade, and 49 in 4" grade. In each content area, 7" and
8" graders score the lowest—between the 39" and 44'™" NCE across content aress.

For each grade level and content area, charter school students score lower than the nationd
average and lower than the KCMSD average. Across grade levels and content aress, the average
charter school performance ranges from the 35" to 45" NCE.

Gender Differenceson M AP Basdline Results

Sae levd gender differences are not meaningful for 3™ grade communication arts but are
satisticaly sgnificant and meeningfully different for 7 and 11" grades. Seventh and 11" grade
femde students statewide scored one-third of a standard deviation above their male counterparts
in communication arts. Gender differences in KCMSD schools are datigticaly sgnificant and
meaningfully different in 3" and 7" grade communication arts. Male third grade students scored
one-fourth and mae 7" grade students scored about one-hdf of a standard deviation below
femae sudents.

Satidicdly sgnificant and meaningful gender differences exigt in charter schools a every grade
level in communication ats, mae dudents scored more than one-third of a standard deviation
below femde students. The largest gender differences for charter school students is in the 3"
grade, where 77% of maes, compared to 50% of femdes, scored in the lowest two levels of the
MAP communication arts.

No datigicaly sgnificant gender differences exig in any other content area or grade leve for
the state or charter schools on average MAP basdine achievement (see Tables 35 — 3.8).
However, 4" grade and 8" grade maes in the KCMSD scored significantly lower on the MAP
socid studies assessment than their femae peers.



Table 3.5.

M AP 2000 Communication Arts Basdline Resultsfor State of Missouri, KCM SD, and

Charter School Studentsby Grade Level and Gender

State KCMSD Charter
Communication Arts Female Male Female Male Female Male
Grade 3 (N) (34,220 sd.  (35221) sd | (1432 sd.  (1,390) sd. (117) sd. (125 sd.
MAP Mean 642 34.1 635 33.6 620 37.3 614 37.2 613 40.7 600 38.7
% lowest 2 levels 27 A 51 59 50 77
TerraNova NP Mean 59 27.2 56 27.7 43 28.1 40 28.2 43 28.3 32 26.3
TerraNova NCE Mean 57 20.0 55 20.2 46 20.2 43 20.7 44 20.8 37 19.3
Grade 7 (N) (32,6112) sd.  (33723) sd (1,014) sd. (959) sd. (206) s.d. (203) sd.
MAP Mean 681 34.2 669 35.8 657 354 639 39.9 653 334 638  40.6
% lowest 2 levds 31 44 60 77 64 76
TerraNova NP Mean 61 25.0 54 27.2 44 253 A 257 42 24.4 A 27.0
TerraNova NCE Mean 58 18.3 53 19.8 46 18.0 38 19.9 45 16.4 38 203
Grade 11 (N) (26,647) sd.  (26267) sd. (512 s.d. (433) s.d. (113 s.d. (85) s.d.
MAP Mean 718 30.9 708 33.7 64 335 690 35.2 685 30.5 672 38.3
% lowest 2 levels 33 45 66 69 78 84
TerraNova NP Mean 62 235 58 26.3 45 253 45 26.7 42 23.2 36 242
TerraNova NCE Mean 58 16.3 56 18.5 46 17.1 47 18.5 45 15.0 41 16.4
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Table3.6. MAP 2000 M athematics Baseline Results for State of Missouri, KCMSD,

and Charter School Students by Grade Level and Gender

State KCMSD Charter

Mathematics Female Male Female Male Female Male

Grade 4 (N) (34031) sd. (35320 sd | (1,39%) sd. (1404 sd. (83) sd. (77) sd.
MAP Mean 641 38.9 641 39.3 615 37.2 612 40.0 613 36.1 602 39.9
% lowest 2 levels 23 22 47 50 58 58
TerraNova NP Mean 57 27.2 59 28.0 39 25.8 38 26.5 38 26.7 33 26.1
TerraNovaNCE Mean 56 19.8 57 20.7 43 185 42 19.2 43 18.9 38 20.0
Grade 8 (N) (32840) sd. (34307 sd (953) sd. (926) s.d. (200) s.d. (166) sd.
MAP Mean 697 43.2 698 455 669 41.8 666 45.8 655 449 648 45,5
% lowest 2 levels 58 56 83 83 91 93
TerraNova NP Mean 56 28.6 58 29.7 35 26.9 A 27.6 31 24.8 28 23.1
TerraNovaNCE Mean 55 20.6 56 22.0 40 19.7 38 21.0 37 18.7 A 18.1
Grade 10 (N) (29614) sd. (29768) sd. (698) sd. (540) sd. (143 sd. (153) sd.
MAP Mean 727 45.8 727 49.8 688 49.3 682 54.0 671 38.7 673 43.0
% lowest 2 levels 61 59 87 86 98 93
TerraNova NP Mean 63 27.6 65 29.1 41 27.7 41 30.5 31 20.1 36 24.6
TerraNovaNCE Mean 59 20.8 61 22.8 44 20.6 43 23.7 37 14.4 40 18.3
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Table3.7. MAP 2000 Science Baseline Resultsfor State of Missouri, KCM SD,
and Charter School Students by Grade Level and Gender

State KCMSD Charter

Science Female Male Female Male Female Male

Grade 3 (N) (34,262) sd. (35449 sd. (1,442 s.d. (1,425) s.d. (103 sd. (109 sd.
MAP Mean 632 376 638 38.8 608 43.1 610 43.0 589 414 592 43.3
% lowest 2 levels 20 17 46 44 65 64
TerraNova NP Mean 62 289 66 28.7 42 29.6 43 30.9 35 27.0 35 29.0
TerraNovaNCE Mean 59 21.6 62 221 45 21.8 46 23.2 39 19.6 41 219
Grade 7 (N) (32631 sd. (33985 sd. (1,009 sd. 972 s.d. (202 sd. (192 s.d.
MAP Mean 681 33.2 686 359 652 35.8 648 40.2 649 358 651 39.7
% lowest 2 levels 63 56 Q0 88 93 93
TerraNova NP Mean 55 26.3 59 27.1 35 25.6 A 26.1 30 22.7 35 26.0
TerraNovaNCE Mean 5% 18.4 57 19.7 40 18.1 39 19.1 36 16.7 39 19.3
Grade 10 (N) (29628) sd. (29751) sd. (699) sd. (529) sd. (138) sd. (144) sd.
MAP Mean 707 34.1 713 376 674 38.7 678 42.7 653 320 661 394
% lowest 2 levels 61 52 89 83 100 A
TerraNova NP Mean 60 24.8 64 26.8 37 245 40 27.4 24 16.6 30 22.3
TerraNovaNCE Mean 56 17.1 60 195 41 175 43 195 33 12.3 36 16.0
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Table3.8. MAP 2000 Social Studies Baseline Resultsfor State of Missouri, KCM SD,

and Charter School Students by Grade Level and Gender

State KCMSD Charter

Social Studies Female Male Female Male Female Male
Grade 4 (N) (3389%2) sd. (3251 sd | (14000 sd. (1390 sd. | (8) sd  (8)  sd
MAP Mean 651 25.3 653 26.3 636 27.3 633 30.1 625 29.3 622 32.0
% lowest 2 levels 33 31 58 61 75 73
TerraNova NP Mean 62 24.9 63 25.6 49 25.6 46 27.3 42 27.4 42 29.8
TerraNovaNCE Mean 59 18.2 60 19.1 49 17.9 48 19.7 46 19.7 45 21.4
Grade 8 (N) (32718) sd. (34182 sd. (1,091) sd. (1,019)  sd. (57) sd. (70) s.d.
MAP Mean 691 29.0 690 314 668 28.3 662 329 663 37.0 651 333
% lowest 2 levds 31 32 64 67 67 80
TerraNova NP Mean 61 26.0 61 275 42 255 39 26.5 42 28.1 A 24.3
TerraNovaNCE Mean 58 18.8 58 20.0 45 17.7 42 18.9 45 19.7 39 17.5
Grade 11 (N) (26,865) sd. (26,778)  sd. (577) sd. (534) sd. (40 sd. (36) sd.
MAP Mean 713 24.7 715 28.5 694 28.6 696 314 691 25.6 685 21.6
% lowest 2 levels 47 43 77 71 85 89
TerraNova NP Mean 59 23.6 61 26.0 42 24.6 45 259 40 20.2 31 20.3
TerraNovaNCE Mean 56 16.3 58 18.9 45 17.3 47 18.3 44 14.7 38 15.5
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Minority/Non-Minority Differences on MAP Baseline Results

Vey large minority/nont-minority differences exig a the date leve in MAP basdine results for
each grade levd and subject area. Minority/non-minority differences in achievement are larger
a the date leved than they are in the KCMSD, with differences of about three-fourths of a
gandard deviation in dmost dl grade levels and content areas. In most grade levels and content
aress, the percentage of minority students scoring in the lowest two levels on the MAP Saewide
are double the percentage of non-minority students (see Tables 3.9 — 3.12).

Differences between minority/norntminority  dudents within  the KCMSD ae ddidicdly
ggnificant (p < .0001) and meaningfully different in dl grade levds and content areas.  In
communication arts, non-minority students scored one-third to one-haf of a standard deviation
higher than minority dudents.  Differences are ddidicdly dgnificant (p < .0001) and
meaningfully larger for mathematics, where nonrminority students scored one-haf of a standard
deviation higher in the 4" and 8" grades, and two-thirds of a standard deviation higher a the 10"
grade leve. In science, nortminority students scored more than one-half of a standard deviation
higher in the 3¢ and 7" grades, and dmost a full standard deviation higher in the 10" grade. In
socid studies, nonminority 4™ graders scored two-thirds of a standard deviation, 8" graders
scored about one-haf of a standard deviation, and 11™" graders scored more than one standard
deviation higher than minority students.

Caution should be exercised when interpreting minority/non-minority differences within charter
schools because of the rdaively smal numbers of non-minority students, especiadly in grades 10
and 11 where only about 10 non-minority students were tested on the MAP (none of these
differences were datidicdly dgnificant)  Non-minority Students in charter schools scored
sgnificantly and meeningfully higher than minority students in every content area for 39, 4" 7"
and 8" grade levels (p < .0001). Differences are very large, ranging from a low of three-fourths
of a standard deviation in 7" grade communication arts to more than a full standard deviation for
al other grade levels and content area comparisons.

No conggent patern of meaningful differences in the basdine MAP achievement of minority
dudents in KCMSD and chater schools exigs. Smdl differences in the MAP basdine
achievement for 3% and 11" graders exist in communication arts (about one-fourth of a standard
deviation); no meaningful differences exit for 7" graders.  Minority 4™ graders in KCMSD
scored about one-fourth of a standard deviation, and 8" graders scored one-third of a standard
deviation, higher than minority charter students in mahematics, no dgnificant differences exist
for 10" graders in mathematics. In science, 3" grade KCMSD minority students scored about
one-half of a standard deviation, and 10 graders scored one-third of a standard deviation, higher
than minority charter sudents a those grade levels no sgnificant differences exis for minority
7" graders.  In socid studies, 4" grade KCMSD minority students scored two-thirds of a
standard deviation, and 8" graders scored one-third of a standard deviation, higher than minority
dudents in chater schools a those grade levds no sgnificant differences exist for minority
studentsin 11™" grade socid studies.
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Table3.9. MAP 2000 Communication Arts Baseline Resultsfor State of Missouri, KCM SD,
and Charter School Students by Grade L evel and Racial/Ethnic Status

State KCMSD Charter

Communication
Arts Min? N-M MD Min N-M MD Min N-M MD
Grade 3 (N) (15614) sd. (52432) sd.  (1592) sd. | (2316) sd.  (500) sd. (23 sd | (197) sd  (26) sd. (200 sd.
MAP Mean 623 350 643 324 640 327! 615 368 628 382 617 339! 605 355 640 421 575 505
% lowest 2 levels 48 25 27 58 38 52 67 27 80
I/le;;?']\‘o"a NP 45 273 62 264 59 265 39 275 52 201 45 2931 35 259 64 253 24 296
Iﬂeé;?]'\lo"a NCE 47 194 50 195 57 195 43 199 52 214 46 2131 40 183 60 195 29 255
Grade 7 (N) (13,734) sd. (51,306) sd. (1673) sd. i (1604) sd. (354) sd. (23 sd. i (36) sd (26) sd (34 sd
MAP Mean 657 369 680 334 669 350! 645 377 662 391 625 539! 644 355 673 426 641 512
% lowest 2 levels 59 32 44 71 56 83 72 35 71
IE;N ovaNP 45 263 61 253 54 260 37 252 48 277 27 249 37 247 62 311 38 292
Iﬂeé‘[;'\' ovaNCE 46 190 58 186 52 185 4 188 49 201 33 201 4 178 58 221 40 227
Grade 11 (N) (8803) sd. (42985 sd. (1,608 sd. (788) sd. (152) sd. (8) sd. | (184) sd. (8) sd. (16) sd.
MAP Mean 698 337 716 317 709 329 | 68 331 708 359 683 270 | 679 332 707 293 670 414
% lowest 2 levels 59 34 45 72 Vil 75 83 38 81
Iﬂeé;'\‘ ovaNP 49 254 62 243 57 253 42 252 59 255 36 263 | 38 232 63 213 38 263
Lle”aNo"a NCE 49 172 58  17.1 55 175 45 172 55 180 39 186 43 152 58 133 42 187

ean

4 Min = Minority, N-M = Non-minority, MD = Missing data
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Table 3.10. MAP 2000 M athematics Basdline Resultsfor State of Missouri, KCMSD,
and Charter School Studentsby Grade L evel and Racial/Ethnic Status

State KCMSD Charter
M athematics Min® N-M MD Min N-M MD Min N-M MD
Grade 4 (N) (15114) sd. (52,877) sd. (1,563) sd. | (2330) sd. (470) sd. (7)) sd. | (140) sd. (22) sd. 3  sd
MAP Mean 619 382 647 373 639 354 610 367 631 425 610 639 | 600 321 663 265 559 144
% lowest 2 levels 43 17 21 52 30 29 66 5 100
Iﬂeé;?]'\'o"a NP 43 267 62 264 58 263 36 247 51 291 45 362 30 205 79 206 5 15
Le;;?'l\‘ ovaNCE 46 190 59 196 56 188! 41 177 51 214 46 322 | 36 148 72 173 14 36
Grade 8 (N) (13,210) sd. (52551) sd. (L766) sd. | (1,519) sd.  (358) sd. 9) sd. | (339) sd  (23) sd 9) s.d.
MAP Mean 670 462 704 412 694 4441 663 413 687 485 673 560 | 649 434 701 350 636 592
% lowest 2 levels 80 51 60 87 65 78 95 57 89
Iﬂeé;?]'\‘ ovaNP 40 284 61 278 56 2011 32 250 48 316 37 408 | 28 223 61 238 32 34
:\-Ae;;N ovaNCE 43 208 58 203 55 210} 37 186 49 240 41 348 | 34 175 57 158 34 249
Grade 10 (N) (10588) sd. (46,743) sd. (2648) sd. i (1,0200 sd. (207) sd. (19 sd. | (266) sd  (11) sd. (30)  sd.
MAP Mean 698 503 734 448 724 484 680 495 711 541 669 517 | 673 390 695 710 649 412
% lowest 2 levels 81 55 61 % 70 89 % 73 100
Iﬂeé;?]'\'o"a NP 48 292 67 270 62 287 38 276 55 315 38 204 34 225 53 317 26 17.7
Iﬂe"aNO"aNCE 49 218 63 210 50 218 42 210 53 244 42 223 39 164 54 216 33 147
ean

® Min = Minority, N-M = Non-minority, MD = Missing data
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Table3.11. MAP 2000 Science Baseline Resultsfor State of Missouri, KCM SD,

and Charter School Students by Grade L evel and Racial/Ethnic Status

State KCMSD Charter
Science Min® N-M MD Min N-M MD Min N-M MD
Grade 3 (N) (15731) sd. (52,053) sd.  (2144) sd | (23500 sd (5090 sd.  (23) sd. | (177) sd. (32) sd. (0) sd.
MAP Mean 613 402 641 353 640 360 ! 604 413 629 454 607 363 | 581 355 642 421 O
% lowest 2 levels 39 12 14 49 23 48 73 16 0
Iﬂe;;i'\‘o"a NP 48 300 60 267 67 270! 39 289 59 314 39 285! 28 232 72 239 0
Iﬂeg;i'\'o"a NCE 49 219 64 207 64 208 43 213 57 242 44 2031 35 169 67 197 O
Grade 7 (N) (13849) sd. (50,905) sd. (2367) sd | (1,577) sd. (36) sd.  (67) sd. | (353 sd. (33) sd.  (16) sd.
MAP Mean 660 367 690 311 685 344 | 647 367 667 387 630 388 | 647 365 682 351 654 395
% lowest 2 levels 83 53 58 92 75 97 95 64 88
Iﬂe;;i'\‘o"a NP 0 265 62 250 58 265! 32 244 46 291 24 215! 30 226 61 247 37 285
Iﬂe;gNovaNCE 44 188 58 180 56 190 38 175 48 209 32 1701 36 170 58 176 40 192
Grade 10 (N) (10649) sd. (46,139) sd. (3134 sd | (1,0090 sd (205 sd.  (18) sd. | (250) sd. (12) sd.  (27) sd.
MAP Mean 687 400 715 328 712 363! 670 385 705 376 667 425 | 657 357 682 588 651 298
% lowest 2 levels 79 51 54 01 63 83 98 73 100
Iﬂe;;i'\‘o"a NP 4% 273 65 243 63 258 % 34 235 58 274 32 311! 27 195 42 321 21 123
Iﬂeé;an’\'o"aNCE 47 189 60 174 50 185 39 16.7 56 197 36 236 35 139 45 239 31 106

® Min = Minority, N-M = Non-minority, MD = Missing data
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Table 3.12. MAP 2000 Social Studies Baseline Resultsfor State of Missouri, KCM SD,
and Charter School Studentsby Grade L evel and Racial/Ethnic Status

State KCMSD Charter
Social Studies Min’ N-M MD Min N-M MD Min N-M MD
Grade 4 (N) (15028) sd. (52782 sd. (1631 sd | (2315 sd (473 sd. (9 sd | (132) sd (7)) sd (7)) sd.
MAP Mean 637 270 656 240 649 239} 632 279 647 297 622 4341 616 256 661 258 605 36.6
% lowest 2 levels 56 25 37 63 40 67 86 15 71
Iﬂeé;";‘]'\lo"a NP 50 256 67 239 60 245 45 256 50 277 34 310 35 232 79 219 31 342
Iﬂe;;";‘]'\‘ovaNCE 50 180 62 181 57 176 47 181 57 204 37 234 40 159 73 182 32 271

Grade 8 (N) (13211) sd. (52458) sd. (1,695 sd. | (1,753) sd. (355 sd.  (12) sd. (99)  sd. (199 sd.  (11) sd.

MAP Mean 672 312 695 281 686 301! 662 201 679 343 679 3581 651 313 695 293 647 374
% lowest 2 levels 57 25 36 69 48 50 83 21 o1

Iﬂeé;ﬂ\‘o"a NP 46 265 65 255 58 2681 38 247 52 293 51 301! 32 225 66 282 33 244
Iﬁe;:’r‘]’\'o"a'\'CE 48 183 61 188 56 192! 42 173 52 211 54 245! 38 160 62 209 39 165

Grade 11 (N) (9,014) sd.  (43474) sd.  (1617) sd. i (9490 sd.  (149) sd.  (30) sd. (72)  sd. %) sd. (2 sd

MAP Mean 700 287 717 253 711 2631 691 285 715 325 687 338! 688 237 707 417 694 42

% lowest 2 levels 67 40 50 80 44 73 83 50 100

Iﬂeé;";‘]'\'o"a NP 49 251 62 241 58 247 41 239 61 268 38 223 35 200 54 530 39 21

Iﬂe”aNo"aNCE 49 175 59 173 56 172 4 168 58 192 42 151 40 150 54 347 44 12
ean

" Min = Minority, N-M = Non-minority, MD = Missing data
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INDIVIDUAL CHARTER SCHOOL MAP BASELINE ACHIEVEMENT

Students in individud charter schools varied widdy on average MAP basdine achievement.
(Detalled andyds of individuad charter school MAP 2000 basdine achievement is contained in
the Comparable School MAP Basdine Results section of this report). Don Bosco Education
Center is not included in this andyss, and secondary students at Genesis School are not included
because too few students were successfully tested on the MAP in 2000 to form a basdine (i.e,
Nsof 3 and 6 students.)

Of the seven charter schools serving 3% and/or 4" grades in the 1999-00 school year, one school
scored close to the dtate average in communication arts (Academie Lafayette) and two schools
exceeded the KCMSD average (Academie Lafayette and Scuola Vita Nuova) (see Table 3.13).
One school scored similarly® to the KCMSD (Allen Edison Educationd Village). The remaining
four schools scored significantly and meaningfully below the KCMSD average. In the 7 grade,
Academie Lafayette scored above the state average, and Southwest Charter School scored above
the KCMSD average. Allen Edison Educationd Village and Wesport Community Middle
School scored amilaly to the KCMSD.  In the secondary charter schools, Hogan Preparatory
Academy scored at the KCMSD average.

In 4" grade mathematics, Academie Lafayette scored similarly to the state average. Academy of
Kansss City and Allen Edison Educationd Village 4" graders scored similarly to the KCMSD
average.  In the 8" grade, Academie Lafayette students scored meaningfully above the state
average and Southwest Charter School scored at the dtate average.  Allen Edison Educationd
Village scored amilaly to the KCMSD average. In the secondary charter schools, Hogan
Preparatory Academy and Westport Community Secondary School scored similarly to the
KCMSD average.

In 3" grade science, Academie Lafayette scored a the state average.  Allen Edison Educationa
Village scored similaly to the KCMSD average. In 7" grade science, Academie Lafayette
scored at the date average. Both Southwest Charter School and Westport Community Middle
School scored ggnificantly  higher than the KCMSD average and Allen Edison  Educationd
Village scored damilaly to the KCMSD average.  Among secondary charter schools, Hogan
Preparatory Academy scored similarly to the KCMSD average.

8 The criterion used for assessi ng whether schools scored “similarly” to the state or KCM SD average is a difference
of less than one-fourth of a standard deviation.



Table 3.13. Summary of Resultsfor Comparisons

. Above State i Similar to State | Above KCMSD . Similar toKCMSD | Below KCM SD
' Average ' Average ' Average ' Average ' Average
Communication Arts
: . Academie . ScuolaVitaNuova . Allen Edison Ed. Village | Academy of KC
3 . . Lafayette . . . Banneker Charter Academy
! ! ! ! ' DellaLamb Elementary
: : : : ' Lee A, Tolbert Academy
1 Academie Lafayette 1 Southwest Charter 1 Allen Edison Ed. Village + Academy of KC
7 : : : . Westport Community MS . Genesis School
| : : : » UCLA
: : : . Hogan Prep. Academy  ; AltaVistaCharter School
10 : : : : ' Don Bosco Center
! ! ! ! 1 Genesis School
| | | | | Westport Community HS
Mathematics
4 ! ' Academie ! ' Academy of KC ' Banneker Charter Academy
! | Lafayette ! ' Allen Edison Ed. Village ! DellaLamb Elementary
1 Academie Lafayette + Southwest Charter 1 Allen Edison Ed. Village + Academy of KC
8 : : : : . Genesis School
I I I I . UCLA
' ' ' i Hogan Prep. Academy | AltaVistaCharter School
11 ! ! ! ' Westport Community MS'! Don Bosco Center
! ! ! ! ' Genesis School
Science
: . Academie : . Allen Edison Ed. Village , Banneker Charter Academy
3 ! ' Lafayette ! ! ' DellaLamb Elementary
' ' ' ' 1 Lee A. Tolbert Academy
: : : : ' Scuola VitaNuova
7 | . Academie . Southwest Charter . Allen Edison Ed. Village | Genesis School
: . Lafayette . Westport Community MS | . UCLA
' ' ' i Hogan Prep. Academy | AltaVistaCharter School
10 ! ! ! ! ' Don Bosco Center
! ! ! ! 1 Genesis School
: : : | ' Westport Community HS
Social Studies
! ' Academie ! ' Allen Edison Ed. Village ' Academy of KC
4 | 1 Lafayette ! ! 1 Banneker Charter Academy
: : : i . DellaLamb Elementary
. AcademieLafayette | : . Academy of KC . Genesis School
8 . Southwest Charter | : . Allen Edison Ed. Village ; UCLA
! ; ; ' Westport Community MS !
! ! ! ' Hogan Prep. Academy ! AltaVista Charter School
11 ! ! ! ! + Don Bosco Center
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In 4" grade socid studies, Academie Lafayette scored smilarly to the State average.  Allen
Edison Educationa Village scored similarly to the KCMSD average. In 8" grade socid studies,
both Academie Lafayette and Southwest Charter School scored above the date average.
Academy of Kansas City, Allen Edison Educationd Village, and Westport Community Middle
School scored smilarly to the KCMSD average.  Among secondary charter schools, Hogan
Preparatory Academy scored smilarly to the KCMSD average. MAP scde scores for each
charter school are summarized in Table 3.14.

COMPARABLE SCHOOL MAP BASELINE RESULTS

Legidative direction for the evauation of chater schools included a request for “comparable
schools’ comparisons.  For purposes of the basdine report, the attempt to identify “comparable
schools” was limited to data that was available (i.e, characteristics of the student populations in
atendance & KCMSD and charter schools). The groupings that emerged were based on the
characterigtics of students within charter schools, which were then maiched as closdly as possible
to didrict schools Similar grade levd was a mgor source of grouping, followed by the
percentage of poverty students atending a school and the percentage of students who are
members of racid/ethnic minority groups.  The folloning basdine comparisons emerged from
thisandyss

1. Compaisons for eementary KCMSD and charter schools with high percentages of
poverty students (greater than two-thirds of the students in poverty and greater than two-
thirds minority sudents),

2. Comparisons for dementary KCMSD and chater schools with high poverty and
racially-mixed student populations’,

3. Comparisons for dementary KCMSD and charter schools with baanced poverty and

high-minority student populations,

Comparisons for dementary KCMSD and chater students attending foreign language

schools,

Comparisons for KCMSD and charter middle school students,

Comparisons for KCMSD and charter high school students,

Comparisons for KCMSD and charter school college preparatory schools, and

Comparisons for KCMSD and charter school aternative schools.

s

NGO

® Racially-mixed means approximately 50% of students are of racial/ethnic minority backgrounds and 50% are
white.
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Table 3.14. MAP 2000 Basdline Results by Charter School

Communication Arts M athematics Science Social Studies
% % % %
L owest L owest L owest L owest
MAP 2 MAP 2 MAP 2 MAP 2
(N) Mean Levels sd. (N) Mean Levels sd. (N) Mean Levels sd. (N) Mean Levels sd.
Grade 3/4
Academie Lafayette (19) 633 37 445 1 (26) 639 31 3Bl (200 624 35 477 1 (27) 650 41 294
Academy of Kansas City (33) 592 73 481! (28) 606 54 306 (26) 621 81 24.6

Allen Edison Educational
Village

Banneker Charter Academy
of Technology

66) 614 61 399! (57) 610 51 422! (65 590 66 4021 (59 626 69 306

4 603 67 330| (38 591 79 295! (52) 578 75 3241 (38) 606 R 247

L eadership Academy
Westport Community Middle  (224) 648 69 349 i (240)

DellaLamb Hementary (5 582 8 403! (16) 591 88 286 (%5 569 8 393! (16) 613 94 255

Lee A. Tolbert Community 282

Aty 33 607 67 @) 581 78 237

ScuolaVitaNuova (13) 622 46 293 (14) 653 7 324

Grade 7/8

Academie Lafayette (13 679 38 B3| (6 707 50 355! (13 680 62 389|(* 701 3B 237

Academy of Kansas City (23) 641 74 389 (15 o©46 100 435 (16) 659 88 153

C:I'E”g eEd'SO” Educational () 643 & 2531 (28 658 8 4591 () 644 97 2771 (4 60 71 266

Genesis School 290 631 76 451 (33 608 100 409! (30) 619 100 4401 (39) 630 92 312

Southwest Charter School (500 666 54 3481 (21) 698 57 410! (52 663 8 335] (2) 694 33 266

Urban Community 44 616 89 3/8| (23) 641 9% 487 (47) 61l 98 402 (1) 653 8 256
654

9% 395! (227) 659 B3 297

Grade 10/11

AltaVista Charter School (13) 676 2 2551 (13) 650 100 468! (13) 653 100 4171 (15 681 100 177
Don Bosco Education Center  (3)* 693 67 3Bl] (9* 646 100 31! (8)* 653 100 304 | (2* 659 100 474
Genesis School (6)* 648 100 24 (5 643 100 393 (5 651 100 167} (6)* 670 100 268
Hogan Preparatory Academy (53) 692 74 311} (64 672 97 383! (63) 671 97 308! B53) 6Y4 81 223
Westport Community

Secondary (133) 676 82 3431 (216) 675 9 417! (199) 653 97 377

* Too few students to meaningfully compare (N < 10).
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High Poverty/High Minority Elementary School Baseline Comparison

Academy of Kansas City, Banneker Charter Academy of Technology, Dela Lamb Elementary,
and Lee A. Tolbet serve dmogt entirdy high poverty minority sudents. These schools were
compared to smilar KCMSD schools (the mgority of KCMSD dementary schools).  Students in
KCMSD high poverty/high minority schools in 3% grade scored meaningfully higher than 3
grade students in each of the high poverty/high minority charter £hools (see Table 3.15). Fifty-
seven percent of students in high poverty/high minority KCMSD schools scored in the lower two
leves on the MAP, compared to 67% of Lee A. Tolbet and Banneker students, 73% of
Academy of Kansas City students, and 80% of Della Lamb Elementary students.

In mathematics, the basdline gap between Banneker and Della Lamb Elementary 4" graders (no
4™ graders were served by Lee A. Tolbert in 2000) and comparable KCMSD schools was large:
51% of KCMSD dudents in high poverty/high minority elementary schools scored in the lowest
two levels, compared to 79% of Banneker and 88% of Dela Lamb Elementay 4™ graders.
Academy of Kansas City scored similarly to comparable KCMSD schools.

Smilaly, the ggp in MAP basdine stience achievement between each high poverty/high
minority charter school and comparable KCMSD schools is large.  Fewer than haf (47%) of the
students in comparable KCMSD schools scored in the lowest two levels, compared to about 75%
of Lee A. Tolbert, Banneker Charter Academy of Technology, and Ddla Lamb Elementary
students.

Average scae scores in socid sudies for Banneker Charter Academy of Technology and Dedla
Lamb Elementary and comparable KCMSD dementary schools vary widdy. More than 90% of
Banneker Charter Academy of Technology and Della Lamb Elementary students, and about 60%
of dudents in comparable KCMSD schools, scored at the lowest two levels of the MAP.
Academy of Kansas City students scored between the two ranges, with about 80% of students
scoring in the lowest two levels of the MAP in socid studies.

High Poverty/Racially-Mixed Elementary School Baseline Comparison

The only chater school meeting the criterion of a high poverty and racidly-mixed school is
Scuola Vita Nuova  Scuola Vita Nuova scored well above the average charter school
communication arts performance, with 46% of students scoring in the lowest two levedls’® One
comparable KCMSD school (North Rock Creek/Korte) scored similarly to Scuola Vita Nuova,
with 47% of 3" graders scoring in the lowest two levels (see Table 3.16). The remaining three
KCMSD schools that matched on poverty and racial/ethnic make-up of the student population
scored somewhat lower on the MAP than did Scuola Vita Nuova students, with 50% or more of
students scoring a the lowest two levels. No 4" graders were served by Scuola Vita Nuova in
2000, so mathematics results are not reported.

10 Comparisons are based on asmall N of 13 for Scuola VitaNuovaand larger Ns of 50-100 at KCM SD schools.
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Table 3.15. Comparable School Baseline Comparisons on MAP 2000 for
Elementary High Poverty/High Minority Charter’ & KCMSD Schools

% L owest % %
(N) Mean sd. 2Levels Poverty | Minority

Grade 3 Communication Arts
Academy of Kansas City* (33) 1 592 | 48.1 73 76 29
Banneker Charter Academy of Technology* (54 603 ; 33.0 67 85 97
Della Lamb Elementary* (25) 1 582 1 40.3 80 92 92
Lee A. Tolbert Community Academy* (33) i 607 28.2 67 75 97
KCMSD Elementary Schools (2248) ¢ 616 | 37.6 57 > 67 > 67
Grade 4 Mathematics
Academy of Kansas City* (28) 1 606 30.6 5 76 29
Banneker Charter Academy of Technology* (38) 1 591 { 295 79 85 97
DellaLamb Elementary* (16) i 591 i 28.6 88 92 92
KCMSD Elementary Schools (2060) ¢ 610 i 384 51 > 67 > 67
Grade 3 Science
Banneker Charter Academy of Technology* 52 578 324 75 85 97
Della Lamb Elementary* (25) i 569 39.3 80 92 92
Lee A. Tolbert Community Academy* (32 i 581 23.7 78 75 97
KCMSD Elementary Schools (21791 607 i 43.0 a7 > 67 > 67
Grade 4 Social Studies
Academy of Kansas City* (26) | 621 24.6 81 76 29
Banneker Charter Academy of Technology* (38) 1 606 § 24.7 92 85 97
DellaLamb Elementary* (16) § 613 § 255 A 92 92
KCMSD Elementary Schools (2057) 1 633 | 29.7 61 > 67 > 67

" Charter Schools are designated by asterisk.
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Table 3.16. Compar able Schools Basdine Comparisons on MAP 2000 for
Elementary High Poverty/Racially-Mixed Schools’

% L owest % %
(N) Mean sd. 2Leves Poverty | Minority

Grade3
Communication Arts
James Elementary (69) 616 375 51 75 52
North Rock Creek Korte (96) 620 33.3 a7 75 47
Pitcher Elementary (56) 616 40.2 52 65 55
Scuola Vita Nuova* (13 622 29.3 46 73 63
Three Trails (52 619 38.9 50 62 50
Grade 3
Science
James Elementary (75) 614 42.8 33 75 52
North Rock Creek Korte (96) 610 38.8 36 75 47
Pitcher Elementary (58) 606 38.0 a7 65 55
Scuola Vita Nuova* (14) 653 324 7 73 63
Three Trails (52) 640 49.2 21 62 50

Third grade students at Scuola Vita Nuova scored sgnificantly above KCMSD and the date in
science, with only one dudent (7%) scoring in the lowest two levels of the MAP. For
comparable digtrict schoals, the range varied from 21% to 47%.

Balanced Poverty/High Minority K-8 Elementary School Baseline Comparison

Few KCMSD schools serve K-8 grade levels limiting the avalability of comparison schools.
Allen Edison Educationd Village serves K-8 and operates under the Edison plan for maintaining
schools that are somewhat diversfied on a socioeconomic basis. Only two KCMSD schools
serving grades K-8, with somewha smilar sudent characteriftics, exigt in the digrict.  Still, the
percentage of minority students a Allen Edison is congderably higher, a about 90%, than the
percentage in the two ditrict schools (see Table 3.17).

Allen Edison 3" graders scored similarly in 39 grade communication arts to one of the KCMSD
schools, 60% of students in both schools scored in the lower two levels of the MAP. A second
KCMSD school scored dgnificantly higher, with only 41% of the dudents a the lowest two

" Charter Schools are designated by asterisk.
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levels. The basdine mathematics and science scores of 3 and 4™ graders are lower a Allen
Edison than a comparable digtrict schools. Fourth grade socid studies scores are identicd at
Allen Edison and a comparable didtrict school; another didtrict school scored dightly  higher.
Eighth grade socid <udies scores are lower a Allen Edison than a the comparable didrict
school.

Foreign Language School Baseline Comparison

Because of the decidedly different indructiona agpproach of Academie Lafayette, the French
immerson charter school, the comparisons were based on KCMSD foreign language schools,
Ecole Longan and the Foreign Language Academy. Student characteristics are sgnificantly
different for the Charter-KCMSD comparison, however. About two-thirds of the dudents in
Academie Lafayette are minority sudents, while dmogt dl dudents in the KCMSD foreign
language schools are minority students.  Forty percent of the students a Academie Lafayette,
compared to more than two-thirds of students in KCMSD foreign language schools, are digible
for free or reduced price lunch (see Table 3.18).

Third grade students a Academie Lafayette scored smilarly to students a8 KCMSD's Foreign
Language Academy in communication ats. Both schools had about half as many 3 grade
students in the lowest two levels as did Ecole Longan. Academie Lafayette 7" graders' scored
meeningfully higher than the Foreign Language Academy’s 7" graders.

Reaults for mathematics indicated smilar peformance for Academie Lafayette and Ecole
Longan 4" graders (31% and 29%, respectively, at the lowest two levels). Fourth graders at the
Foreign Language Academy scored higher, with only 9% at the lowest two levels. Fewer than
ten 8" graders were tested in mathematics a Academie Lafayette, so data cannot be
meaningfully compared.

A cademie Lafayette had asmall N of 13 compared to a Foreign Language Academy N of 119in 7t grade.
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Table 3.17. Compar able Schools Basdine Comparisons on MAP 2000 for
K-8 Balanced Poverty/High Minority Charter’ and KCM SD Schools

% L owest % %
(N) { Mean | sd. 2 Levels | Poverty | Minority

Grade 3 Communication Arts
Allen Edison Educetiond Village* (66) 614 39.9 61 52 0
Elementary 11 Montessori (24) 614 415 63 33 79
Holliday Montessori (44) 632 37.7 41 51 69
Grade 7 Communication Arts
Allen Edison Educationd Village* (33 643 253 82 52 90
Holliday Montessori (34) 674 26.5 32 51 69
Grade 4 Mathematics
Allen Edison Educationd Village* (57) 610 42.2 51 52 0
Elementary 11 Montessori (24) 631 43.3 33 33 79
Holliday Montessori (46) 620 39.6 35 51 69
Grade 8 Mathematics
Allen Edison Educationd Village* (28) 658 45.9 86 52 90
Holliday Montessori (22) 692 | 436 73 51 69
Grade 3 Science
Allen Edison Educationd Village* (65) 590 40.2 66 52 0
Elementary 1| Montessori (24) 609 39.3 42 3 79
Holliday Montessori (44) 622 | 46.6 36 51 69
Grade 7 Science
Allen Edison Educationd Village* (33 644 27.7 97 52 0
Holliday Montessori (35) 674 26.7 77 51 69
Grade 4 Social Studies
Allen Edison Educationd Village* (59) 626 30.6 69 52 0
Elementary 11 Montessori (24) 626 29.1 75 33 79
Holliday Montessori (46) 633 28.0 54 51 69
Grade 8 Social Studies
Allen Edison Educationd Village* (24) 660 26.6 71 52 90
Holliday Montessori (22) 680 32.3 55 51 69

" Charter Schools are designated by asterisk.
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Table 3.18. Comparable School Baseline Comparisons on MAP 2000 for

Foreign Language Schools’

% L owest % %
(N) | Mean ! sd. 2 Levels | Poverty! Minority

Grade 3 Communication Arts
Academie Lafayette* 191 633 44.5 37 40 67
Ecole Longan Elementary (36) 1 612 28.1 64 75 92
Foreign Language Academy (1901 633 32.6 37 63 87
Grade 7 Communication Arts
Academie Lafayette* (13): 679 33.3 33 40 67
Foreign Language Academy (119 662 27.0 51 63 87
Grade 4 Mathematics
Academie L afayette* (26) 1 639 35.1 31 40 67
Ecole Longan Elementary (29) 645 33.2 29 75 92
Foreign Language Academy (351 652 32.0 9 63 87
Grade 8 Mathematics
Academie Lafayette* (6) 707 355 50 40 67
Foreign Language Academy (78) 1 674 41.0 83 63 87
Grade 3 Science
Academie Lafayette* (200 624 47.7 35 40 67
Ecole Longan Elementary (36) 598 314 53 75 92
Foreign Language Academy (2001 626 275 20 63 87
Grade 7 Science
Academie L afayette* (13) ¢ 680 38.9 62 40 67
Foreign Language Academy (121 664 30.0 83 63 87
Grade 4 Social Studies
Academie Lafayette* (271 650 294 41 40 67
Ecole Longan Elementary (29 641 22.0 Y 75 92
Foreign Language Academy (34 656 19.3 26 63 87
Grade 8 Social Studies
Academie Lafayette* 61 701 23.7 33 40 67
Foreign Language Academy (80) 674 234 58 63 87

" Charter Schools are designated by asterisk.
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Academie Lafayette scored meaningfully higher than Ecole Longan, but smilarly to the Foreign
Language Academy, in 3" grade science. In 7" grade science, Academie Lafayette scored
meaningfully higher than the Fordign Language Academy. In 4" grade socid studies, Academie
Lafayette scored smilarly to the Foreign Language Academy but meaningfully higher than Ecole
Longan (athough the percent of students a the lowest two levels varied widely among the three
schools).

Middle School Baseline Comparison

With approximately one-third of its 7" grade students digible for freefreduced price lunch,
Southwest Charter School has no comparable KCMSD school with a smilarly low poverty leve.
Both Urban Community leadership Academy (UCLA) and Westport Community Middle School
ae dmilar to dl KCMSD middle schools in terms of high percentages of minority students and
studentsin poverty (> 66%)™2.

In communication ats, UCLA peformed amilaly to two of the didrict's lowest performing
schools, Martin Luther King and CR Anderson, in terms of the percentage of students scoring at
the lowest two levels of the MAP (dthough mean scde scores varied widey).  Westport
Community Middle School scored smilarly to JA Rogers Middle School, Kansas City Middle
School of the Arts, and Clifford Nowlin Middle School, and higher than the other KCMSD
middle schools (see Table 3.19).

In 8" grade mahematics, Southwest Charter School scored meaningfully above its most
comparable KCMSD school, Paseo Academy of Performing Arts, and above dl other middle
schools.  UCLA and Westport Community Middle School are smilar to other KCMSD middle
schools, with more than 85% of the students scoring in the lowest two levels.

In 7" grade science, UCLA charter school and the KCMSD's CR Anderson are the lowest
scoring schools, based on MAP scale score means, dl schools have 90% or more students
scoring a the lowest two levels in science. Westport Community Middle Schoal is the second
highet scoring school in science, scoring smilaly to Clifford Nowlin, the digtrict’s  highest
scoring middle schooal.

UCLA scored similarly to four KCMSD middle schools in 8" grade socid studies, and scored
meaningfully above one KCMSD middle school. The remaining two KCMSD middle schools
scored meaningfully above UCLA.

12 Among KCMSD middle schools, Clifford Nowlin differsin its lower 56% minority representation.

74



Table 3.19. Comparable School Baseline Comparisons on MAP 2000 for
Charter* and KCM SD Middle Schools

% L owest % %
(N) i Mean s.d. 2 Levels | Poverty | Minority

Grade 7 Communication Arts
Southwest Charter School* (50) 666 34.8 4 32 68
Urban Community Leadership Academy* (44) 616 38.8 89 89 86
Westport Edison Community Middle* (2249) 648 34.9 69 85 85
Central Middle School (165) 641 33.3 79 99 97
J A Rogers Middle School (207) 650 35.1 67 98 69
M L King Middle School (149 634 34.9 89 82 9
Northeast Middle School (263) 633 38.5 80 79 74
Paul Robeson Middle School (192 | 641 30.3 82 75 9%
C R Anderson Middle School (61) 586 48.3 95 82 78
KC Middle School of Arts (255) 651 30.9 69 68 89
Clifford Nowlin Middle School (235) 648 345 70 68 56
Grade 8 Mathematics
Southwest Charter School* (21) 698 410 57 32 68
Urban Community Leadership Academy* (23 641 48.7 96 89 86
Westport Edison Community Middle* (240) 654 395 95 85 85
Central Middle School (159) 656 40.7 a1 9 97
J A Rogers Middle School (232 675 325 85 98 69
M L King Middle School (155) | 649 | 49.0 2 82 9
Northeast Middle School (225 | 655 | 354 93 79 74
Paul Robeson Middle School (192 664 33.6 92 75 96
C R Anderson Middle School (60) 624 46.5 97 82 78
Clifford Nowlin Middle School (240) 679 41.7 73 68 56
Paseo Academy of Performing Arts (233) 665 38.6 88 3 85

" Charter Schools are designated by asterisk.
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% L owest

%

%

(N) | Meani{ sd. 2 Levels | Poverty | Minority

Grade 7 Science

Southwest Charter School* (52 | 663 335 87 32 68
Urban Community Leadership Academy* 47 611 40.2 98 89 86
Westport Edison Community Middle* (227) 659 29.7 93 85 85
Central Middle School (164) 650 345 93 99 97
J A Rogers Middle School (214 648 34.9 91 98 69
M L King Middle School (153 636 31.0 99 82 9
Northeast Middle School (264) 638 38.3 A 79 74
Paul Robeson Middle School (195) 641 27.1 97 75 9%
C R Anderson Middle School (63 588 48.5 100 82 78
KC Middle School of Arts (248) 645 29.3 98 68 89
Clifford Nowlin Middle School (238) 656 32.8 0 68 56
Grade 8 Social Studies

Southwest Charter School* (21) 6%4 26.6 33 32 68
Urban Community Leadership Academy* (23 653 25.6 87 89 86
Central Middle School (159 662 30.5 66 99 97
J A Rogers Middle School (224) 669 26.5 63 98 69
M L King Middle School (159 653 32.3 7 82 99
Northeast Middle School (224) 651 27.7 83 79 74
Paul Robeson Middle School (206) 659 24.6 76 75 9%
C R Anderson Middle School (64 637 29.8 A 82 78
Clifford Nowlin Middle School (234) 670 285 58 68 56

High School Basgline Comparison

Westport Community Secondary School scored smilarly to Centrd Senior High School and
Southeast Hgh School, and lower than Van Horn and Paseo Academy of the Performing Arts, in
communication arts.  In mathematics, 90% or more of the students scored in the lowest two
levels of the MAP in dl high schools (see Table 3.20).



Table 3.20. Compar able School Baseline Comparisons on MAP 2000 for
Charter* & KCMSD High Schools

% L owest % %
(N) Mean s.d. 2 Levels | Poverty | Minority

Grade 11 Communication Arts
Westport Community Secondary* (133) 676 34.3 82 85 85
Centrd Senior High School (202 632 29.6 81 a4 95
Southeast High School (122 680 27.0 87 46 9
Van Horn High School (136) 690 317 66 46 67
Paseo Academy of Performing Arts (148) 703 271.7 57 33 85
Grade 10 Mathematics
Westport Community Secondary* (216) 675 41.7 A 85 85
Central Senior High School (174) 674 43.4 97 44 95
Southeast High School (106) 662 46.7 0 46 9
Van Horn High School (2149 685 45.1 89 46 67
Paseo Academy of Performing Arts (208) 683 45.3 92 33 85
Grade 10 Science
Westport Community Secondary* (199 653 37.7 97 85 85
Central Senior High School (164) 667 32.8 93 44 95
Southeast High School (259) 664 379 95 46 9
Van Horn High School (207) 682 36.9 82 46 67
Paseo Academy of Performing Arts (200) 683 317 89 33 85
Grade 11 Social Studies
Central Senior High School (216) 693 24.6 83 44 95
Southeast High School (125) 679 255 95 46 9
Van Horn High School (145) 695 26.9 78 46 67
Paseo Academy of Performing Arts (163) 706 23.0 61 33 85

In science, Westport Community Secondary School scored smilaly to Centrd Senior High
School and Southeast High School, but scored meaningfully lower than Van Horn High School

and Paseo Academy of the Peforming Arts.

Westport Community Secondary Schoal.

" Charter Schools are designated by asterisk.
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College Preparatory Basdine Comparison

Although smilar in the percentage of poverty and minority student populations, the basdine
dudent peformance on communication ats differed dramaicdly for Hogan Preparatory
Academy and Lincoln College Preparatory Academy. Three-fourths of the students a Hogan
Preparatory Academy scored at the lowest two levels, compared to 5% at Lincoln College
Preparatory Academy (see Table 3.21). In math, dmost adl Hogan Preparatory Academy
sudents scored at the lowest two levels at basdine, compared to 34% a Lincoln College
Preparatory Academy. In science, amost all Hogan Preparatory Academy students, and about
haf of the Lincoln College Preparatory Academy students, scored at the lowest two levels of the
MAP. In socid studies, 81% of the students at Hogan Preparatory Academy scored at the lowest
two levels, compared to 9% of students at Lincoln College Preparatory Academy.

Table 3.21. Special High School Comparison*
Hogan Preparatory Academy

% L owest % %
(N) { Mean s.d. 2 Levels ! Poverty ! Minority

Grade 11 Communication Arts
Hogan Preparatory Academy* (53) 692 311 74 48 9%
Lincoln College Prep Academy (113 739 20.3 5 45 74
Grade 10 Mathematics
Hogan Preparatory Academy* (64) 673 38.3 97 48 9%
Lincoln College Prep Academy (137) 756 34.7 A 45 74
Grade 10 Science
Hogan Preparatory Academy* (63) 671 30.8 97 48 9%
Lincoln College Prep Academy (137) 725 27.9 46 45 74
Grade 11 Social Studies
Hogan Preparatory Academy* (53) 694 22.3 81 48 9%
Lincoln College Prep Academy (114) 734 16.8 9 45 74

Alter native School Baseline Comparisons

Both the KCMSD dternative high school and charter school dternative high schools smilarly
save high poverty/high minority populations of dudents a risk for dropout.  All schools
experienced difficulty in tesding dudents, the result is that the numbers ae too low for
meaningful comparisons. Almost al sudents tested in each school scored a the lowest two
levels of the MAP.

" Charter Schools are designated by asterisk.
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STRUCTURAL EQUATION MODEL OF MAP BASELINE DATA

Structurd models provide tests of theoreticd models that specify causd reationships between a
number of obsarved varidbles  "The drongest nonexperimenta quantitative sudies usudly
result from wel-controlled prospective studies and from confirmatory structurad  equation
(theoretical) models’ (Johnson & Chrigtensen, 2000, p. 8).  Structurd path analyss determines
whether a theoreticd modd successfully accounts for the actua reationships observed in the
sample data (whether the modd “fits’ the dat@) and provides sgnificance tests for specific causd
paths (Bentler & Bonnett, 1980). Student MAP scde scores for communication arts and
mathematics act as the dependent variable for this study. For purposes of this andysis, the mgor
independent “treatment” variable is student attendance at either KCMSD or charter schoals.

Exogenous or antecedent variables within a causa framework precede and have a causd effect
on the dependent variable, represented by a straight, single-headed arrow. For the present study,
exogenous variables are those that past research has reveded to be corrdated with achievement,
including gender, poverty, race-ethnicity, and prior achievement (U.S. Department of Education,
2000). Known or expected reationships between exogenous variables, such as poverty and
racid/ethnic identity, are represented by curved arows. For the basdine sructurd modd,
dudent-level data on poverty and prior achievement were not avalable. The basdine dructurd
model analyses will be re-analyzed when this datais added to the database.

The causd moded dlows for testing direct and indirect effects within a modd. In the present
andysis, dl exogenous vaiables are hypothesized to have a direct effect on MAP achievemen.
Additiondly, exogenous vaigbles are tested for ther indirect effects on MAP achievement
through their effects on atendance a8t KCMSD or charter schools. Whereas the null modd (no
arows) and the fully-saturated modd (arrows from every vaiable to every vaiable within a
model) are tested to gauge improvements gained from the hypotheszed modd, the vaue of a
modd is determined, in pat, by how paramonious (smple) it is The god is to account for
observed correlations with as few paths as possible.

The vdue of a hypothesized causd modd is dso determined by a chi-square test of overdl
modd fit to the daa A ggnificant chi-square value indicates that the hypotheszed modd does
not adequately represent the data.  If the overdl mode provides a poor fit to the data, results
from the sructurd model can be used to improve fit. These results, presented as Lagrange
multipliers, indicate which paths might be added to the modd to improve fit. Additiondly, a
multivariate Weld test indicates which paths might be deleted to improve fit. If the hypotheszed
model produces a nonrdgnificant chi-square value, fit indices (CFl, NNFI, NFI) must then be
examined to assess qudity of fit. These indices must exceed .90; the closer they are to 1.0, the
better the fit.

If the hypothesized modd meets these criteria, each path coefficient must then be examined to
see whether the tvaue associated with the path is ggnificant (absolute vdue of t = 1.96). The
megnitude of each path coefficient is then examined to determine meaningfulness.  Structurd
path coefficients < .05 are conddered trivid.
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Communication Arts

Controlling for dl other variables in the modd (eg., gender and racid/ethnic minority Satus),
KCMSD 3 and 11" graders scored significantly and meaningfully™® higher than their charter
school peers on basdine MAP data. The magnitude of the effect for KCMSD students a the 11"
grade level is twice the size of the effect for the 39 grade (see Figures £3). No significant or
meaningful differences exigt for the 7" grade.

Although gender is consgently related to MAP communication arts achievement (mades score
lower), the effect of gender on 7" grade MAP communication arts achievement is more than
double the magnitude of the effects of gender a the 3% and 11" grades. Minority status has a
ggnificant and meaningful negetive effect on MAP communication ats achievement a al grade
levels. The magnitude of its effects is a Szable .15-.20. The effects of this variable require close
andyss snce, as the modes demondrae, a dgnificant and meaningful path exids between
minority status and charter school attendance for middle and secondary students (but not for
elementary students).

M athematics

Smilarly, contralling for dl other variables in the modd, KCMSD 8" and 10" graders scored
ggnificantly and meaningfully higher than their chater school peers on basdine MAP
mathematics assessments.  Fourth graders in KCMSD scored dgnificantly (but not meaningfully)
higher (see Figures 4-6). Gender demondtrates dgnificant (but not meaningful) effects on MAP
mathematics scores.  Minority status demondrates consstent and sizable effects on mathematics
achievement a dl grade levels.

Examinaion of the modd R? provides a means for assessing the qudity of a moded that includes
student background characterigtics and charter/KCMSD school attendance in predicting MAP
achievement. The R? range of .03 to .08 indicates that relatively smal amounts of variaion on
MAP achievement are explaned by sudent background characteristics or whether students
attend KCM SD or charter schools,

13 Meaningful paths are those that are > .05 in absolute val ue.
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Figure 1. Structural Model of 3rd Grade MAP 2000
Communication Arts Baseline Results (N=3033)
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Figure 2. Structural Model of 7th Grade MAP 2000
Communication Arts Baseline Results (N=2330)
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Charter/KCM SD attendance: 1 = Charter, 0= KCMSD

Gender: 1= Femde, 0 = Mde Minority Status. 1= Minority, 0 = Non-minority
NS=Non-ggnificant



Figure 3. Structural Model of 11th Grade MAP 2000
Communication Arts Baseline Results (N=1119)
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Figure 4. Structural Model of 4th Grade MAP 2000
Mathematics Baseline Results (N=2955)




Figure 5. Structural Model 8th Grade MAP 2000
Mathematics Baseline Results (N=2235)
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Figure 6. Structural Model of 10th Grade MAP 2000
Mathematics Baseline Results (N=1491)
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Basdine dructurd andyses would have benefited from some measure of prior achievement.
This data is unavailable a the present time, but dternatives for obtaining such a measure will be
pursued. This data would ade in the interpretation of whether, in addition to attracting more
minority students in middle and secondary grades, charter schools dso attract |ower-performing
sudents, and to what extent the differences between the MAP peformance of KCMSD and
charter school students is due to effects of initid Sudert achievement leved. Over time, the
quaity of chater school evaduation messures dso could be improved if other theoreticaly
important varidbles (such as dudent atendance, qudity of teaching and learning, parent
involvement, and home literacy activity) can beincluded in the modd!.

STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST RESULTS

The Stanford Achievement Test (SAT 9) was adminigered by most middle, secondary and
dternative charter schools in the 1999-00 school year and by some dementary charter schools in
that school year. All schools administered the SAT 9 in the 2000-01 school year. SAT 9 results
were andyzed (1) from a cross-sectiond time series perspective that reports average results for
dl dudents who were tested a a given fdl or soring testing, and (2) from a matched student
perspective that reports average results for al students tested in at least two testing cycles (eg.,
fal 1999-spring 2000, fall 2000-fal 2001, fall 2000-spring 2001, and spring 2000-spring 2001).

Cross-Sectional AnalysisOver Time

Reaults of the avalable SAT 9 cross-sectiond results for each charter school are provided by
content area and grade levd in Appendix B. To amplify the andyss of reaults, fdl-spring
results were examined for each school and each school year by grade leve configurations one-to-
sx and 7-12" grades for the four content aress. Each fdl-spring comparison was talied as
representing a podtive gan in achievement relaive to the growth rate of the nationa norming
group (i.e, NCE gain > 0), growth in achievement at the same rate of the national norming group
(i.e, NCE gan = 0), and a negative gain in achievement reative to the growth rate of the
nationa norming group (i.e. NCE gain < Q).

These results are summarized in Table 3.22 and indicate pogtive results for cross-sectiona SAT
9 reaults. At leest 70% of the 155 combinations of fall-spring results for grades 16 in reading,
mathematics, stience, and socid dudies resulted in podtive gains in achievement—indicating
dudent achievement & a higher rate than the nationd norming group.  About 20% of
comparisons generated negative achievement gains, indicating student achievement & a lower
rae than the nationd norming group. About 10% of comparisons generated zero gans,
indicating growth at the rate of the nationa norming group. Results are dmogt identica for
grades 7-12.



Table 3.22 Percentage Distribution of Growth Ratesin Gain Scores
for Fall-Spring Testing in 1999-00 and 2000-01

Positive  Negative Zero

Gain Gain Gain
Grades 1-6
Math (N=51) 76 20 4
Reading (N=50) 70 18 11
Science (N=27) 70 22 7
Socia Studies (N=27) 78 22 0
Total (N=155)
Grades 7-12
Math (N=45) 69 27
Reading (N=45) 76 20
Science (N=44) 68 20 11
Socid Studies (N=45) 71 22 7

Total (N=179)

Matched Student Analysis

Matched dudent analysis provides more dringent evidence of dudent achievement than is
provided by cross-sectiond andyss of different cohorts of students. However, matched sudent
andyss generdly is less representative of the student population, especidly for matched student
andyss tha extends beyond one school year (eg., fdl-fdl andyss and soring-spring andysis).
Specid attention should be paid to the varying numbers of students contained in each anayss.

Matched student andysis on SAT 9 Reading Achievement and SAT 9 Mathematics Achievement
was conducted for each charter school for each possble combination of testing cycles (1) fall
1999 and spring 2000, @) fal 1999 and fal 2000, (3) fall 2000 and spring 2001, and (4) spring
2000 and spring 2001. All students in a school who were tested a both time frames for each
possible combination were included in the andysis*

1 Testing in the first year of implementation did not always yield arepresentative sample of students; additionally,
student turnover after the first year in several schools diminished the representativeness of datafrom thefirst year.
Asthe representativeness of dataimproves and the numbers of students tested over time increases, matched student
analysis by grade level will be conducted.
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Matched data for eementary charter schools is not yet widdy avalable and no generdizable
results are yet evident!® Thus matched andysis for elementary schools is provided on an
individua school bass. Tables 323 and 324 contain school-level data and indicates the
fallowing:

o Elementary students at Academie Lafayette score above the national average on standardized
tests of reading and mathematics achievement; students grow at about the same rae as their
national peers based on an annud testing cycle and grow a a dightly higher rate than ther
national peers based on afdl-soring testing cycle.

o On average, Banneker Charter Academy students score at the 31% NCE (the 19™ percentile)
in both reading and mathematics and, based on a fdl-soring testing cycle, grow a a rate
dightly above their nationd peers.

o Different test results for Ddla Lamb Elementary students were obtained depending on which
tesing cyde is examined. The fdl-spring pretest score indicated that Della Lamb students
ae near the nationd average in reading and mahematics, the spring-spring pretest scores
indicate that they score well below average at the 33 NCE (the 21% percentile) in reading
and the 29" NCE (the 16™ percentile) in mathematics.  Fall-spring results indicate an average
growth rate somewha below their nationd peers. The annud results indicate a growth rate
considerably above their nationa peers.

o Students a Lee A. Tolbert Community Academy score on average at the 35" NCE (the 24"
percentile) in reading and a the 31 NCE (the 19" percentile) in mathematics. Students
grow a a higher rate than their nationa peers based on afdl-spring testing cycle.

o Students a Scuola Vita Nuova generdly grow a the rate of their nationad peers in reading,
dthough fluctuations occur thet are dightly aove or dightly beow that rate depending on
the testing cycle. In mathematics, students a Scuola Vita Nuova generdly grow at a rate that
exceeds their national peers.

The frequency and consastency of testing a both fal and spring rorming periods for both school
years for middle, high school, and dternative charter schools leads to findings that are more
generdizable, induding the following:

1> Both Academy of Kansas City and Allen Edison Educational Village did test on the SAT 9; however, their data
had not yet been obtained at the individual student level (whichisrequired for matched student analysis) from their
scoring services at the time this report was submitted.
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Table3.23. SAT 9 Reading Achievement Test ? Matched Student Analysis

FIS 5 FIF 5 FI/S 5 gs
F/S  99-00 + F/IF 99-00 + F/IS  00-01 + §S  00-01
School Pretest Gain (N) ' Pretest Gain (N) 'Pretest Gan (N) ' Pretest Gain (N)
Academie L afayette : | 56.5 4 (132 . 614 30 (82
Academy of Kansas City
Allen Edison Educational 5 5 5
Village ! : :
Banneker Charter Academy of : ' 310 14 (156) |
Technology ; ; ;
Della Lamb Elementary 5 . 469  -33 (113) + 330 53 (64
Gordon Parks Elementary
Lee A. Tolbert Community
Academy : | 354 56 (270 ;
Scuola Vita Nuova 39.7 0 (32) © 354 -12  (16) . 483 22  (40) . 402 22 (W)
Alta Vista Charter School 34.3 1.2 (46) 1 373 10 (35 : 346 -31 (68 : 358 -28 (39
Don Bosco Education Center 31.2 0 (35 . 259 4.2 (25) + 287 -4.4 42 . 16.8 2.6 (12)
Genesis School : . 235 5.1 (65) .
Hogan Preparatory Academy 402 2.9 (49) '+ 429 35  (54) ' 445 0 (79 @ 465 28 (4
Southwest Charter School 46.2 88  (116) | 467 66  (71) . 411 40 (321) . 515 0 (80)
Urban Community Leadership I I
Academy 27.2 5.0 (84) 5 26.5 24 (29 5 27.9 24 (79 5 26.1 1.7 (29
\I\’A"iﬁl'f“ EdsonCommunty 559 68 (839 | 322 40 (118 i 307 91 (34 ! 3B3 19  (311)
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Table 3.24. SAT 9 Mathematics Achievement Test ? Matched Student Analysis

F/S : FIF : F/S : S/S
FIS  99-00 . FIF 99-00 . F/S  00-01 . §S  00-01

School Pretest Gain (N) ' Pretest Gain (N) ' Pretest Gain (N) 'Pretest Gan (N)
Academie Lafayette | ' 539 33 (135! 562 0o
Academy of Kansas City

Allen Edison Educational

Village I I I

Banneker Charter Academy of I I I

Technology 30.5 3.2 (186)

DellaLamb Elementary 5 © 460 58  (118): 290 9.6 (69)
Gordon Parks Elementary

Lee A. Tolbert Community I I I

Academy | | 30.5 84 (304 5

Scuola VitaNuova 35.9 0 (32 303 45 17): 415 2.8 42 328 108 (25)
Alta Vista Charter School %3 10 (47! 377 0 (3! 352 6 (69! 369 0 (3
Don Bosco Education Center 23.0 2.3 (38 : 208 0 @7 225  -17 (41): 215  -26 (12)
Genesis School i 235 54 (75!

Hogan Preparatory Academy 39.1 -5.5 @47, 418 1.2 &4 . 417 -2.8 (80): 36.6 3.6 (40)
Southwest Charter School 436 78 (115 437 2.0 (7)1 362 53 (333 47.3 0 (81)
Urban Community Leadership

Academy 23.6 7.7 &) 22 4.7 (31 276 2.2 (8 267 15 (29)
\I\’A"fgfﬁ’gn Eison Community 279 60 (555! 304 -12 (116 289 102  (329)! 336 -14 (308
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o Students who entered middle, high school, and aternative charter schools in the fal of 1999
varied greatly in ther average achievement reading and mathematics achievement leves.
The lowest peforming students on average entered the Urban Community Leadership
Academy, with an average reading achievement NCE of 27 (the 14" percentile), and
Westport Edison Community Middle School, with an average reading achievement NCE of
29 (the 16™ percentile). Students at Don Bosco Education Center entered at an average
mathematics achievement NCE of 23 (the 10" percentile). The highest performing students
entered Southwest Charter School at a reading achievement NCE of 46 (the 43 percentile)
and Hogan Preparatory Academy at a reading achievement NCE of 40 (the 33 percentile).

o For dl chater schools sarving middle, high school, and dternative school  student
populations in the 1999-00 school year, student reading achievement grew a a rae that
matched or exceeded their naiond peers for both fal-soring results and fal-fal results
Reading achievement test results for the 2000-01 school year yielded more mixed results,
with some schools demondrating rates of growth below ther nationa peers.  Mathematics
results demondirated mixed results for different testing cycles and different schoals.
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DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The Chater School Peformance Study examined firg-year implementation issues for the
Kansas City charter schools and the extent to which those issues were resolved. Charter schools
differed in the extent to which they experienced firg-year implementation problems and in the
extent to which those problems were resolved in the second year of the contract.

Implementation problems experienced by chater schools were smilar to many of those
experienced nationdly and reported in the nationd evauaion. Smilar to naiond findings, most
Kansas City charter schools reported insufficient start-up funds and many reported inadequate
facilities. Kansas City chater schools differed from charter schools nationdly in the greater
extent to which they reported difficulty with gaffing, induding meeting teacher certification
requirements, teacher burnout, teacher turnover, and problems with the management and
adminigration of charter schools. The late approvd of charter schools appears to have had its
most detrimentd effects on g&ff hiring.

Changes in adminigtrators and teachers occurred for many of the charter schools within the first
year of operaion. For al chater schools the unexpected legidatively enacted didrict
withholding of amost $1000 per child proved to be the maor problem experienced in the first
year of operation. For the didtrict, the approva of as many as 15 charter schools and the loss of
severd thousand students and the revenue they generate were unanticipated.

Chater school and didrict rdationships in the fird year of implementation were problematic
according to most charter school respondents. Many charter school respondents indicated they
had insufficient knowledge and adminidrative support to meet the many requirements for ther
operation as dmost a separate school digtrict.  Didrict respondents indicated that charter school
daff required extensve assstance in the many aspects of school operations and management. A
magor source of these problems was relaed to identifying specid needs students, obtaining
digtrict records, and meeting the needs of these students. Charter school respondents indicated
that relationships had improved in the second year of operations.

One of the theoretical bases on which charter schools are defined in the research literature is ther
autonomy from the loca didrict and its bureaucratic obstacles to effective indruction. The issue
of autonomy has complicated results for charter schools.  On the one hand, principals report that
one of the best agpects of adminidration in charter schools is the ability to avoid the lengthy
bureaucratic procurement procedures and to independently contract for repairs, goods and
sarvices. On the other hand, the lack of bureaucracy supporting the many functions required of
public schools—particularly public schools operating independently of a district’'s bureaucracy—
presents a management obstacle as wel. The issue of autonomy from bureaucracy vs. support
from the bureaucracy is an important issue in Kansas City given the legidatively enacted digtrict
withholding. Many charter school respondents expressed the opinion that it was not clear what
sarvices the didrict was providing in terms of support.  Some digtrict respondents indicated that
they are unclear about how the autonomy from, versus support of, the digtrict bureaucracy might
be operationdized.



The overwhdming mgority of students entering charter schools were drawn from the KCMSD
student population. Some schools additiondly recruited students who were not yet of school age
in the hopes of retaining these students throughout their dementary career. Comparatively few
students (about 10%) were drawn from the private school student population.

Smilar to some nationd findings and gpropos the Missouri charter school legidation's focus on
disadvantaged students, most of the charter schools enrolled students who have demographic
characterigics dmilar to the KCMSD student population in terms of gender, digibility for free or
reduced price lunch, and racid/ethnic identity. Elementary and high school students entering
charter schools demondrate somewhat lower achievement on the MAP than do ther didrict
peers.  Overdl, proportionately fewer non-minority students enrolled in charter schools than are
enrolled in the didrict. These reaults indicate that early fears that charter schools would drain
predominantly higher performing students from the didtrict may not be subgantiated among the
15 schools.  As reported in the “comparable schools’ analyss, severd charter schools serve
dudent populations that match few schools in the didrict in the sense that the demographic
charecterigtics of the students (i.e, percentage of minority students and/or percentage of students
eligiblefor free or reduced price lunch) are significantly lower.

Obtaining information from parents of chater school dudents proved difficult within a Sx-
month period of time. Some schools had aready conducted parent surveys and others were
attempting to augment data required from parents for evaluation purposes and data that the
schools needed to improve servicess Among the schools that surveyed parents, parents reported
to be well satisfied with many aspects of the charter school.

The limited time and funds for evdudion in the firs Sx months did not dlow for the collection
of data on characteristics of teachers or indruction. However, discussons with adminigtrators
indicated unanimous support for the belief that they can amdiorate the prior effects of economic
and educationa disadvantagement on students through a sdected indructiona model or sdected
teacher qualities Additiondly, charter schools that are embedded in community-based services
believe they can achieve educationa success by meeting the comprehensve needs of students
and ther families

Andyss of basdine MAP achievement data indicated that in most content areas and grade
levels, charter students in the aggregate are lower achieving than their peers in the digtrict. More
detaled andyss a the chater school level reveded that a great ded of variation occurs among
and between charter schools. Detalled andyss of basdine MAP data at the individua charter
school level reveded that a great ded of variation occurs among and between charter schools.

Across dl MAP subjects and dl grades, Academie Lafayette sudents score similarly to or above
the state average’ Southwest Charter Middle School students score above the dtate average i
8" grade socid studies and similarly to the state average in 8" grade mathematics. They score
above the KCMSD average in 7" grade communications arts and 7" grade science. The only
other charter schools that score above the KCMSD average are Scuola Vita Nuova in 39 grade
communications arts and Westport Community Middle School in 7" grade science. In
communications arts, Allen Edison Educationd Village, Westport Community Middle Schooal,

! Academie L afayette has asimilar percentage of minority students (about two-thirds) but alower percentage of
studentswho are eligible for free or reduced price lunch (40%) than the typical district school.
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and Hogan Preparatory Academy score similarly to the KCMSD gudents in ther respective
grade levels. In mathematics, Academy of Kansas City scores smilarly to the KCMSD average
for 4" grade mathematics, but below the KCMSD average for 8" grade mathematics. Charter
schools scoring smilaly to the KCMSD average indude Allen Edison Educationd Village,
Hogan Preparatory Academy, and Westport Community Middle School.

In science, Allen Edison Educationd Village and Hogan Preparatory School score similar to the
KCMSD average in ther respective grades tested. In socid dudies, Allen Edison Educationd
Village, Academy of Kansas City, Westport Community Middle School, and Hogan Preparatory
Academy score smilarly to the KCMSD average in their respective grades tested.

In al subjects tested for dl grades tested, charter schools scoring below the KCMSD average on
basdine MAP tesing include Banneker Charter Academy, Ddla Lamb Elementary, Lee A.
Tolbert Academy, Geness School, Urban Community Leadership Academy, Alta Viga Charter
School, Don Bosco Center, and Westport Community High Schoal.

Legidative direction for the evduation of charter schools included a request for “comparable
schools’ comparisons.  The groupings that emerged were based on the characteristics of students
within charter schools, which were then matched as closdy as posshble to digtrict schools.
Smilar grade level was a mgor source of grouping, followed by the percentage of poverty
dudents attending a school and the percentage of Students who are members of racid/ethnic
minority groups.  The following basdine comparison groups emerged from this andyss (1)
eementary schools with high percentages of poverty students, (2) dementary schools with high
poverty and recidly-mixed sudent populations, (3) dementary schools with balanced poverty
and high-minority student populations, (4) foreign language schools, (5) middle schools, (6)
regular high schooals, (6) college preparatory schools, and (7) aternative schools.

Students in KCMSD high poverty/high minority schools in 3™ grade scored meaningfully higher
in dl subject aress than 3" grade students in each of the four high poverty/high minority charter
schools.  Third grade students in the charter school foreign language school scored amilarly to
students at one of KCMSD's foreign language comparison schools and higher than the other in
communications arts.  In 8" grade mathematics, one charter middle school scored meaningfully
above its most comparable KCMSD school and above dl other middle schools. The other two
charter middle schools are amilar to other KCMSD middle schools, with more than 85% of the
students scoring in the lowest two levels in 8" grade mathematics Although similar in the
percentage of poverty and minority student populations, the basdine student performance on
communicetion arts differed dramaticdly for the charter college preparatory school and the
KCMSD preparatory school. Three-fourths of the sudents at the charter school scored at the
lowest two levels, compared to 5% at the KCMSD college preparatory school. In math, dmost
al of the charter school college preparatory school students scored at the lowest two levels at
basdine, compared to 34% a the KCMSD college preparatory school. All dternative schools
experienced difficulty in tedting students, the result is that the numbers ae too low for
meaningful comparisons.
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Future “comparable schools” comparisons would benefit from  knowledge of the
gmilaritiesdissmilarities in indructiond modd and dructurd characterigics (eg., cdass sSze,
Sudent-teacher ratios) aswell as smilaritiesin student background characterigtics.

Fal-spring results on the Stanford 9 Achievement Test were examined for each charter school
and each school year by grade level configurations 1-6 and 7-12 for the four content areas tested.
Each fdl-spring comparison was talied as representing a podtive gain in achievement reldive to
the growth rate of the nationd norming group, growth in achievement a the same rate of the
nationd norming group, and a negative gan in achievement relative to the growth rate of the
nationa norming group.

At least 70% of the 155 combinations of fdl-spring results for charter school students in grades
1-6 in reading, mathematics, science, and socid dudies resulted in podtive gans in
achievement—indicating sudent achievement a a higher rate than the nationd norming group.
About 20% of comparisons generated negdive achievement gans indicating sudent
achievement a a lower rate than the nationd norming group. About 10% of comparisons
generated zero gains, indicaing growth at the rate of the nationa norming group. Redults are
amost identical for grades 7-12.

Matched student andysis on SAT 9 Reading Achievement and SAT 9 Mathematics Achievement
was conducted for each charter school for each possble combination of testing cycles. (1) fall
1999 and spring 2000, (2) fall 1999 and fdl 2000, (3) fall 2000 and spring 2001, and (4) spring
2000 and spring 2001. All students in a school who were tested d both time frames for each
possible combination were included in the analyss. Matched data for eementary charter schools
is not yet widely available and no generdizable reaults are yet evident; thus, results are presented
a theindividua schoal leve for dementary studentsin charter schoals.

Basdine reaults for dementary students indicate that sudents a Academie Lafayette score above
the national average on dandardized tests of reading and mathematics achievement; Students
grow a about the same rate as their nationd peers based on an annual testing cycle and grow a a
dightly higher rate than their nationa peers based on a fdl-spring teting cycdle. Based on a fdl-
goring testing cycle, Banneker Charter Academy students grow at a rate dightly above their
national peersin both reading and mathematics.

Different test results for Dela Lamb Elementary sudents were obtained depending on which
tesing cycle is examined. Fdl-goring results indicate an average growth rate somewhat below
their nationd peers and annua results indicate a growth rate consderably above their nationd
peers. Students a Lee A. Tolbert Community Academy grow a a higher rate than their nationa
peers based on afal-goring testing cycle.

Students at Scuola Vita Nuova generdly grow a the rate of their naiond peers in reading,
dthough fluctuations occur that are dightly above or dightly below that rate depending on the
teting cycle. In mathematics, dudents a Scuola Vita Nuova generdly grow a a rate that
exceeds their national peers.
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The frequency and consstency of testing at both fal and spring norming periods for both school
years for middle, high school, and dternative charter schools leads to more generdized findings.
Students who entered middle school, high school, and dternaive charter schools in the fdl of
1999 varied greatly in ther average reading and mahematics achievement levels. The lowest
performing sudents on average entered the Urban Community Leadership Academy, with an
average reading achievement NCE of 27 (the 14™ percentile), and Westport Edison Community
Middle School, with an average reading achievement NCE of 29 (the 16" percentile). Students
a Don Bosco Education Center entered at an average mathematics achievement NCE of 23 (the
10" percentile). The highest performing students entered Southwest Charter School at a reading
achievement NCE of 46 (the 43" percentile) and Hogan Preparatory Academy a a reading
achievement NCE of 40 (the 33" percentile).

For dl chater schools serving middle, high, and dternative school student populdtions in the
1999-00 school year, student reading achievement grew at a rate that matched or exceeded their
nationd peers for both fal-goring results and fdl-fdl results Reading achievement test results
for the 2000-01 school year yidded more mixed results, with some schools demondrating rates
of growth below ther naiond peers. Mathematics results demondrated mixed results for
different testing cycles and different schools.

The study of charter school performance would benefit from a discusson about what information
the SAT 9 can reasonably provide in terms of improving indruction and evauating student
peformance. The possble effects of over-testing for students who are given the complete SAT 9
batery in the fdl, in the soring, and then who additiondly participae in multiple-days of MAP
testing is an issue that requires further discussion.

FUTURE EVALUATION NEEDS

Future evaduation efforts would bendfit from a doser working relationship with ongoing evauation
efforts in the KCMSD to identify successes experienced within the didrict as wel as those
experienced by charter schools. Knowledgeable KCMSD evauators could better inform the
“comparable schools’ comparisons, paticularly in terms of amilarity of ingructiond approaches
and structurd characterigtics.

The aggregation of results for dl chater schools and al didrict schools should be cautioudy
interpreted. The methodologica tendency to base evauations on these aggregate comparisons is
based on the faulty assumption that didtricts are uniform with respect to ineffective bureaucracy
and poor qudity of indruction across dl schools. A more precise definition of what condtitutes the
“treetment” for charter schools would improve the qudity of evauations and dlow for a higher
qudity “comparable schools’ comparisons. For example, schools in both the KCMSD and in
some charter schools implement the Success for All modd, some in both contexts implement an
intendve phonics-based direct indruction model, and some in both contexts implement an
intensve Baanced Literacy modd. Future evauations should include measures of the important
features of indruction.
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Not addressed by the current evaluation are severd assumptions about charter schools (outlined by
Ladey et d., 1999) that would be of benefit to investigate.

o

Do teachers who seek teaching opportunities in charter schools tend to be more
unconventiona and does that unconventiondity engender innovation?

Do teachersin charter schools use “best practice’?

Is teacher autonomy greater in charter schools and, if so, does that autonomy foster an
enhanced focus on innovation or effective pedagogy?

Do teechers in charter schools have higher expectations that al students are capable of
learning to high standards than is experienced by their digtrict counterparts?

Are indructional resources available to students in charter schools smilar in qudity and
quantity to those available to sudentsin the digtrict?

Both the KCMSD and charter schools have a financialy based need to know who is attracting and
who is logng sudents. However, anud cross-sectiond andyss and comparison of this daa is
not very relidble anong student populations with histories of frequent entry and exit from schools.

The need exigts didrictwide to know how many students and why students are entering and exiting
digrict and charter schools within and across school years, and whether this mobility results in the
falure to adequately atend any school for a sufficient length of time to acquire age- and grade-
gopropriate kill levedls. The need to limit the number of trandtions students make within the
school year and throughout the grade levels has been cited as a critica factor by both early
childhood educators and adolescent development experts. Indeed, retaining students across
multiple grade levelsis akey dement of saverd charter schools.
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APPENDIX A

STUDY INSTRUMENTS



Student’s Name

PARENT SURVEY -- CHARTER SCHOOLS: 2000-2001

School Name Student’s ID Number
Areyou thischild's ? Parent/Step Parent/Foster Parent & Other Relative & Guardian  esOther

1. Doesyour child livewith & Two Parents & One Parent & Other

2. IsEnglish the primary language spoken in your childshome? = Yes = No

3. Did your child attend this school last year? =sYes = No

4. Before attending this school, which of the following describes your child’s school experience?

& Our/my child was home schooled

& Our/my child attended a public school
& Our/my child attended a private school
&5 Our/my child was not of school age.

5. If your child attended a school before this one, which school did your child attend?

Name of School Which District?

6. Which of the following are reasons you chose this school. Please check (?) Yes or No for each item.

a Trangportation is provided. & Yes & No
b. This schoal is close to our/my home. & Yes & No
c. This schoal is close to our/my work. & Yes & No
d. This school asks for parents opinions about how the school is run. & Yes & No
e. This school has well qualified teachers. & Yes & No
f. This school has a curriculum/ingtructional focus that meets our/my child's needs. & Yes 2 No
g. I/we like this school's philosophy about teaching and learning. & Yes & No
h. Our/my friends or family send their children to this school. & Yes & No
i. Our/my child has specia needs that this school addresses. & Yes & No
J- Our/my child had problemsin hig’her prior school. & Yes & No
k. I was/we were not satisfied with our child's learning opportunities. & Yes & No
. 1/we had safety concerns about the school our child used to attend. & Yes 2 No

What other reasons did you have for choosing this school.
1.

2.
3.




7. Please check (?) the box that indicates your agreement with the following statements.

Agree Disagree | Don’t

Know
a Our/my child works hard at this schoal. & & &5
b. Our/my child receives extra help when it is needed. & & &5
C. Our/my child's teacher maintains good classroom discipline. & & &
d. Our/my child gets about the right amount of homework. & & &
e. Our/my child's teacher cares about hig’her students. & & =?
f. Our/my child has the books and materials that he/she needs. & & &
g. Our/my child's teacher lets us know if shefhe has concerns about our child. & & &
h. Our/my child is safe at this school. & & &
i. Our/my child likes attending this school. & & &

8. Thisnext section is about your involvement with your child’s school. Please check (?) Yesor No for each item.

a. l/we visited our child's classroom during the 2000-01 school year. ~Yes «NoO

b. I/we attended parent/teacher conferences about our child during the 2000-01 school year. #Yes & No

c. | an/we are asked to give our opinions on how the schoal is run. #zYes & No
d. I/we receive regular communication about how well our/my childis  doing in school. #Yes & No
e. l/we feel welcome at this school. =Yes « No

9. How well do your think your child isdoing in thisschool? e Below Average esAverage e Above Average
10. How would you rate the quality of this school? = Poor & Fair & Good & Excdlent
11. Please check (?) the box that best describes how often your child has these experiences at home.

Daily = Several Several Never or Not

Timesa Timesa Almost Appropriate
W eek Month Never for Our

Child’s Age
a l/wetdl stories to our child. & & & =
b. Our/my child isread to. &
c. I/we listen to our child read. &

d. Our/my child reads or looks at books.
e. Our/my child talks about what he/she reads.
f. Our/my child does homework

R & & & &R & R
R & & & R R
R & & & R R
R & & B R &

g. |/we check that our child does hig’her homework



5 About  About 1 Not
minutes 20 30 hour  Appropriate
or less minutes minutes or for Our

more Child’sAge

12. During atypical day when someone in your home reads

to your child, about how much time is spent reading? = = ol o
13. During atypica day when your child reads or looks at

books at home, about how much time does he/she spend? = = “

14. During atypical day when your child does homework, P P P P

about how much time does he/she spend?

15. Please check (?) the box that best describes the highest level of education of your child’s mother/stepmother
and father/stepfather.

M other/Stepmother/Foster M other Father/Stepfather/Foster Father
& Lessthan 12" grade & Lessthan 12" grade
& High school diplomaor G.E.D. & High school diplomaor G.E.D.
&  Some college & Some college
&  Bachelor's degree or higher & Bachelor's degree or higher
&  Not gpplicable & Not goplicable

16. Did your child attend preschool ? < Yes & No 5 | don’'t know or remember



STATE EVALUATION OF MISSOURI’'S CHARTER SCHOOL S
Principal Interview: 2000-01

School Name
Number of years teaching experience Number of years in school administration (including this
(including this year) year)

1. Were any of the following, reasons for starting this school ?

To redlize an dternative vision of schooling
To serve aspecia population

To gain autonomy/flexibility

To attract students

For financia reasons

For parent involvement

RARNRKR g
Rwkihig
oMol o R o g}

Were there any other reasons for starting this school ?

2. Thinking back to your school’s start up and first year as a charter school, check (?) the rating that best describes
the degree of difficulty that this school had with each of the following implementation problems. Then check
(?) the rating that best describes the resolution of the problem. The problems are grouped into categories. After
you complete each category, please describe the nature of the challenges.

Not a Very
Somewhat Not Somewhat
Problem a Problem Mucha Resolved Resolved Resolved

at All Problem
Resour ces:
a. Lack of start up funds & & & & &5 &
b. Inadequate operating funds & & & & & &
c. Inadequate facilities & & & & & &




Not a

Problem
at All
Regulations/Requirements:
d. Federa regulations &
e. Didtrict regulations &
f. Health and/or safety regulations &
0. Teacher certification requirements &
h. Accountability requirements &
Not a
Problem
At All
Opposition/Resistance:
i. District resistance &
J. State school board opposition &
k. Local digtrict school board
opposition &
[. Union or bargaining unit opposition &
m. Community opposition &
Not a
Problem
at All

Operations:

n. Lack of planning time

0. School adminigtration

p. School management

g. Internal processes or conflicts
r. Health or safety concerns

s. Insufficient student enrollment

R&RRKREKRK

Somewhat
a Problem

R &R &R &K

Somewhat
a Problem

K& &R BRK

Somewhat
a Problem

R&RRKRERRK

Vey
Much a
Problem

R & &R &K

Very
Much a
Problem

K& & &K

Very
Much a
Problem

R&RKRRKRR

Not

Somewhat

Resolved Resolved

R & &R &K

Not

R &R &R &K

Somewhat

Resolved Resolved

K& & &K

Not

K& R BRK

Somewhat

Resolved Resolved

R&RKRRKRR

R&RRKREKRK

Resolved

R &R &R &R

Resolved

K& &R BRK

Resolved

R&RRKREKRK



Not a Vey
Somewhat Not Somewhat
Problem a Problem Much a Resolved Resolved Resolved
at All Problem
Students:
t. Poor student attendance = = V1 V1 & &
u. Student transportation & & & & &5 &
v. Meeting special needs of students & V.t & & & &
Not a Very
Somewhat Not Somewhat
Problem a Problem Much a Resolved Resolved Resolved
at All Problem
Staff:
w. Hiring staff & & & & &5 &5
X. Teacher burnout = & V-1 V-1 & &
y. Quality of teachers & & & & & &
z. Teacher turnover = & & & & &
aa. Providing adequate professional & & & & &5 &5
devel opment
bb. Collective bargaining agreements & =l & & £ =
Not a Veay
Somewhat Not Somewhat
Problem a Problem Much a Resolved Resolved Resolved
at All Problem
Parents:
cc. Lack of parental support & & & & V.1 &
dd. Communication with parents & & & & & &




Have there been any other implementation challenges faced by this school ?

3. Please rate the overall adequacy of genera information provided this school by the following groups.

Ver Ver Not
I nadeqﬁate Inadequate - Adequate Adequ);te Provided
a Missouri Department of Elementary and & .1 .1 & &
Secondary Education
b. The Kansas City Missouri School District = =1 =1 =1 &
c. This school’ s sponsor & & & & &
d. This school’ s operator & & & & &

4. Please rate the overall adequacy of student data information provided this school by the following groups.

Very Very Not
Inadequate Inadequate  Adequate Adequate Provided
a. Missouri Department of Elementary and & & & .1 &
Secondary Education
b. The Kansas City Missouri School Digtrict & & & & &
¢. This school’ s sponsor & & & & &
d. This school’ s operator & &5 & & &

5. Please rate the overall adequacy of professiona development provided this school by the following groups.

Ver Ver Not
Inadeqzate Inadequate  Adequate Adequ)fate Provided
a Missouri Department of Elementary and & .1 .1 ¥ e
Secondary Education
b. The Kansas City Missouri School District & & = & &
c. This school’ s sponsor & & & & &
d. This school’ s operator & &5 &5 & &



6. Please rate the overall adequacy of funding provided to operate this school.

? Very Inadequate ? Inadequate ? Adequate ? Very Adequate

7. Pleaserate the overall adequacy of volunteered time provided this school by the following groups.

Very Very Not

Inadequate Inadequate  Adequate Adequate Provided
a. Parentsin this school & & & & &
b. Community foundation(s) & & & & &
C. Business partner(s) & & & = &
d. This school’s sponsor & & & & &

8. Please rate the overall adequacy of resources provided this school by the following groups.

Very Very Not

I nadequate Inadequate - Adequate Adeguate Provided
a. Parentsin this school & & & & Vs
b. Community foundation(s) & & & & &
c. Business partner(s) & & & & &
d. This school’ s sponsor & & & & &

9. Thinking back to the school’ s charter application, have there been any major changes to the following:

Yes No
& & a Educational Plan
& e b. Business Plan
& V.1 C. Plan of Operation

If yes, please describe the changes.

10. Have any students transferred back to the KCMSD from your charter school ?
& Yes & No If yes, approximate number of students



11. Doesyour charter school recruit students? « Y es & No
Please briefly explain:

12. Please indicate the approximate percent of your school’s students who were receiving the following school
experiences prior to enrolling in this school.

Percent of students School Experience Prior to Enrollment
% a Students were home schooled
% b. Students attended public school in the Kansas City Missouri School District
% c. Students attended public school in a school district other than the KCMSD
% d. Students attended private school

% e Students were not of school age

13. Which of the following are reasons that you believe parents chose this school. Please check (?) Yesor No for each

item.
a Transportation is provided. & Yes & No
b. This schoal is close to our/my home. & Yes & No
c. Thisschool is close to our/my work. & Yes & No
d. This school asks for parents opinions about how the school is run. z Yes 2 No
e. This school has well qualified teachers. z Yes 2 No
f. This school has a curriculum/ingtructional focus that meets our/my child's needs. z Yes 2 No
0. I/we like this school's philosophy about teaching and learning. & Yes 2 No
h. Our/my friends or family send their children to this school. & Yes & No
i. Our/my child has specia needs that this school addresses. & Yes & No
J. Our/my child had problemsin highher prior school. & Yes & No
k. | was/we were not satisfied with our child's learning opportunities. & Yes & No
I. I/'we had safety concerns about the school our child used to attend. & Yes & No

What other reasons did parents have for choosing this school.



14. What percent of your school’s students are eligible for free or reduced price lunch.

15. What is your charter school’s recruiting source for teachers?

16. Please provide the following information about your school’ s teaching steff:

%

Number of
Number of Number of non-
Gradelevel | Numberof certified certified classr oom
students teachers teachers teacher
assistants
TOTAL

17. What are this school’ s greatest strengths?




18. If you were advising others who were interested in starting a Charter School, what are the lessons learned that
you would share?

19. Please look at this list of members of the Board of Directors. Are these the current board members? If no,
please describe the changes.



CHARTER SCHOOL BOARD MEMBER INTERVIEW

Name

Board Position (Officer or member)

Length of service

Briefly describe the Board' s role in the Charter School

Charter schools face implementation chalenges. Please indicate the rating that best describesthe
difficulty that this school has had with each of the following implementation chalenges.

Not at all Somewhat
Challenging Challenging Challenging

Lack of start up funds

Inadequate operating funds

Lack of planning time

Inadequate facilities

State or local board opposition

District resistance or regulations

Internal processes or conflicts

School administration and
management

Health and Safety regulations

Hiring staff

Teacher burnout

Accountability requirements

Lack of parental support

Union or bargaining unit opposition

Teacher certification requirements

Teacher turnover

Community opposition

Communication w/parents

Federal regulations

Have there been other implementation challenges faced by this school ?



6. Please rate overal the support provided this school by the following groups

Very
Inadequate Inadequate Adeguate

KCMSD

School’ s Sponsor
School’ s Collaborator
Students' families
Community

Please describe the support provided by each of these groups.

7. Have your expectations about the effectiveness of charter schools in improving the qudity of
school experiences for students changes over the past two years?

PRIOR TO IMPLEMENTATION

& Very ineffective &5 Somewhat ineffective & Somewhat effective & Very effective
Now

& Very ineffective &5 Somewhat ineffective & Somewhat effective & Very effective
Why?

8. Have any students transferred back to the KCMSD from your charter school ?

Approximate number of students

9. Does your school have a structured recruiting process?
= Yes 2 NO 2 Don’'t Know

10.  If yes, briefly describe the process

11.  What percentage of your teachers are certified?

12.  What isyour recruiting source for teachers?




13. What criteria should the community use to messure or determine whether public or charter schools are
doing agood job?

14. Should there be more charter schools?

If yes, why?

15. What isyour overal perception of the performance of the KCMSD?

= Excdlent = Good = Adeguate = Far & Poor

16. What is your overall perception of the performance of charter schools?

= Excdlent = Good = Adeguate = Fair & Poor

17. Do you wish to make any other comments regarding the affects of charter schools on the KCMSD?




STATE EVALUATION OF MISSOURI'SCHARTER SCHOOLS
KCMSD Board Interview: 2000-01

1. Name

2. Board Position (Officer or member)

3. Length of service

4. Please briefly describe your rolein the deve opment/implementation of charter schools.

5. To what extent has the introduction of Charter Schools had an impact on how the Board operates?

=z No Impact & Some Impact & Consgderable Impact

Briefly explain:

6. To what extent has Charter School implementation had a financia impact on KCMSD?

2z No Impact & Some Impact & Consderable Impact

Briefly explain:



7. In what other ways have Charter Schools impacted KCMSD?

Students:

Parents:

Adminigraors

Teachers.

Other Staff:

8. Towhat extent has Charter School implementation had an impact on the KCMSD curriculum?

2 No Impact & Some Impact & Congderable Impact

9. Do you believe that public education isimproved by the implementation of Charter Schools?

& Not Improved & Somewhat Improved & Greatly Improved



10. What criteria should the community use to measure or determine whether public or charter schools
are doing agood job?

11. Should there be more charter schools? Why or why not?

= Y€es = No

12. What isyour overal perception of the performance of the KCMSD?

& Excdlent & Good & Far & Poor

13. What isyour overal perception of the performance of charter schools?

& Excdlent & Good & Far & Poor

14. Do you have any other comments regarding the effect of charter schools on the KCMSD?



STATE EVALUATION OF MISSOURI’SCHARTER SCHOOLS
Superintendent I nterview: 2000-01

1. Name

2. Position

3. Length of service

4. Briefly describe your role in the charter school movement:

5. Towhat extent has that role changed with the introduction of charter schoolsin KCMSD?
=z No change & Some change  Much change

Briefly explan:

6. Has student population declined since the1999-2000 school year? « Yes & NoO

If yes, the gpproximately number of students

7. What impact has charter school implementation had on KCMSD student enrollment?
2 No impact & Some Impact & Great |mpact

Briefly describe:



8. To what extent has charter school implementation had afinancid impact on KCMSD?
& No Impact & Some Impact & Congderable Impact

Briefly explain:

9. Inwhat other ways have charter schools impacted KCMSD?

Students:

Parents:

Administrators

Teachers,

Other Staff:



10. Towhat extent has charter school implementation had an impact on the KCMSD curriculum?

2 No Impact £ Some Impact & Considerable Impact

11. Do you bdieve that public education isimproved by the implementation of charter schools?

& Not improved & Somewhat Improved « Greatly Improved

12. What criteria should the community use to measure or determine whether public or charter schools
are doing agood job?

13. Should there be more charter schools?

= Yes 2 No

14. What isyour overdl| perception of the performance of the KCMSD?

& Excelent & Good & Adeguate & Far &5 Poor

15. What isyour overal perception of the performance of charter schools?

& Excellent & Good & Adeguate & Fair &5 Poor



16. Hasthe KCMSD established any type of program to encourage the return of students to the Didtrict?

& Yes 2z No

If yes, briefly describe the program:

17. How many students have transferred back to the KCM SD from charter schools?

Approximate number of students

18. Do you wish to make any other comments regarding the effect of charter schools on the KCMSD?



STATE EVALUATION OF MISSOURI'SCHARTER SCHOOLS
Community Member Interview: 2000-01

. Name

. Position/Title

. Organization

. Do you have ardationship or interest in the Kansas City Missouri School Digtrict?
= Yes = NO

If yes, briefly describe your rdlationship or interest in the KCM SD:

. Charter schools were implemented in the Didtrict in 1999. What impact, if any, do you bdlieve these
schools have had on the KCMSD?

= No Impact & Some Impact = Congderable Impact

Briefly explain:

. Do you bdlieve that public education isimproved or not improved by the implementation of charter
schools?

= Not Improved = Somewhat Improved = Consderably Improved

Briefly explain:



7. Do you or your organization participate in supporting any regular public school ?
& Yes & NO

If yes, what type of support do you provide?

8. Do you or your organization participate in supporting any charter school?
= Yes & NO

If yes, what type of support do you provide?

9. Asamember of the KCMSD community, what vison do you have for public education?

10. How do charter schoolsfit into that vison?



11. What criteria should the community use to measure or determine whether regular public or public
charter schools are doing agood job (identify two or three criteria)?

12. Should there be more charter schools?
= YEs = NoO

Briefly explan:

13. What isyour overal perception of the performance of the KCMSD?

= Excdlent = Good & Far = Poor

14. What isyour overall perception of the performance of the charter schools?

= Excdlent & Good & Far & Poor

15. Do you wish to make any other comments concerning KCMSD or the charter schools?



APPENDIX B

STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST RESULTS

FOR EACH CHARTER SCHOOL



Tablel. Stanford Achievement Test* and M AP 2000 Basealine Results

Academie L afayette

(Enrollment 2001 = 278)

Fall 99 Spring 00 Fall 00 Spring 01 MAP 2000

Content Areaand ! ! ! ! ! ' ! ! ! ! ' ! !
Grade L eve Tested NCEE GE E SS E (N) NCEE GE E SS E (N) NCEE GE E SS E (N) NCEE GE E SS E (N) NCEE (N)
Mathematics

2 45 | 191534 (35| 48 1 29:569:(37) | 57 . 25555, (41) i 65 | 45604 (39 :

3 39 1 281562 ()] 50 1 431599:(20){ 44 1 29:50:(37) | 47 1 3.7 159 (3 :

4 58 1 5116201 (23)} 52 1 5416291 (27){ 52 1 491610:(16) | 55 | 591633 (11) | 59 | (26)

5 58 + 6.9 652: (8)| 65 : 9.0 :672: (8| 48 ' 59 :635:(23) | 58 : 7.8 1660 (19) 5

6 57 + 781663 (23)| 54 ' 7.8 :1665:(24) | 69 ' 90 :682: (8| 70 :10.7:697: (8 ;

7 4 ' 75657 (13): 49 ' 84671 (13); 52 ' 84" ' 673 ! (17 r 56 ' 9.1 1682 (17) !

8 66 ' 108! 707! (5)} 61 '107'702: (6)| 52 ' 91:680!(12)| 51 ' 95:683' (12| 57 ' (6
Reading/Communication Arts

2 42 1 231539 (28) | 54 1 3415011(37) | 53 1 29:564:(40) | 57 . 3859 (3 :

3 44 | 33158l (15} 49 | 4816161 (19) | 52 | 3615981 (36) | 54 | 4616241 (31) | 51 . (19

4 47 1 4716231 (2) | 53 1 6116441 (24) | 52 1 53:636:(16) | 52 1 59644 (11) :

5 67 + 89:689: (8! 71 : 95 :6%R: (8! 48 + 61 :645:(23) ! 52 : 6.8 657 (19) 5

6 56 1 7516711 (22)| 60 ' 821680 (24) | 72 '1101:699: (8 | 80 :113:72: (7) ;

7 55 1 821682 (14)| 5 ' 93 1 691:(13) | 59 ' 871589 (17) | 57 ' 89:6%2: (17)| 5 ' (13)

8 64 ' 108! 712; G 67 11.2 722 © 1 59 10.3; 703; (121 60 10.4: 709; (12) ;
Science

3 ! ! ! 56 | 5.4 625! (20) : A 62 | 6.0:636' (32| 50 ! (20

4 54 | 55:626. (23 60 | 7.0.:648:(27) ! 55 | 58 631! (16)} 60 | 7.2 646 (11) :

5 62 | 8216581 (8 67 1 9316741 (8 6L i 821659 (23| 57 1 7.6 1653 (19) :

6 53 © 7.21650: (23)] 59 1 84 1661:(24) | 65 95:669: (8| 71 : 99:686: (8 :

7 55 + 8716621 (13) | 57 ' 92 :1668:(13)! 56 1 100:675: (12) | 60 : 9.6:673: (17) | 54 : (13)

8 73 1116 706 (5 66 :109 696 (6) : : . : ! . :
Social Studies

3 ! ! ! 49 ' 4.4 '591' (20) ! ! ! 5 ! 5.1'602' (32 !

4 53 ! 541604 (23)! 61 ! 7.0:623!(27)! 53 ! 55!605'(16){ 52 ! 58 !606: (11)| 60 ' (27)

5 50 | 78:628, (8)! 64 | 87 :640) (8! 52 | 7.0 617, (D) ! 54 | 7.4 623 (19 :

6 56 | 7.5.632!(24)} 57 | 86.640!(24) ! 70 :105:655. (8! 73 | 10.8:670. (8) :

7 52 1 82:638:(13)! 53 : 93:645:(13)! 55 : 89 :645:(17) ! 55 . 9.1 .647: (17) :

8 62 1 10.7: 661 (5)} 66 :11.0:673: (6)} 54 1 9.3 1650 (12) | 58 :104:659: (12)| 60 | (6)

" Different studentsin each testing period



Table 2. Stanford Achievement Test and M AP 2000 Baseline Results
Academy of Kansas City
(Enrollment 2001 =)

Note: Data not available at time of report.



Table 3. Stanford Achievement Test* and M AP 2000 Baseline Results
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Banneker Charter Academy of Technology
(Enrollment 2001 = 306)

Table4. Stanford Achievement Test* and M AP 2000 Basaline Results
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Tableb. Stanford Achievement Test* and M AP 2000 Basdline Results

DdlaLamb Elementary
(Enrollment 2001 = 214)

Spring 00 Fall 00 Spring 01 MAP 2000

Content Areaand ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
GradeLevel Tested NCE E GE E SS E (N) NCE E GE E SS E (N) NCEE GE E SS E (N) NCEE (N)
Mathematics

1 34 111 54 ()] 5 1 1150 (45 37 | 1.2 | L (49) :

2 27 + 18 1 529+ (33)! 42 . 17 :58: (29! 40 : 24 : 554 : (28) 5

3 26 24 53" (25} 49 3158 (33)! 43 ' 36 ' 586 ' (3) :

4 29 '+ 35 '586 ' (16f 43 ' 36 52 ' (21 4 ' 43 ' 609 ' (2)]| 32 ' (16

5 : : : A4 | 44 608, (15! 33 | 49 . 617 | (16 :
Reading/Communication Arts

1 41 | 16 | 513, (%)) 63 | 15504 | (49} 51 | 19 | 54 | (42 :

2 32 122 547 (29! 43 | 20 53 (28 45 | 28 | 5714 | (29 :

3 30 127 1572 (5! 4 | 28 54, (34! 3B 32 .55 (F| 33 @

4 24 | 34 587 (14! 37 | 36602 (23} 37 ' 39 612 (21) :

5 5 ; ; 3% 1 46 621 1 (1)} 33 : 44 62 : (15 ;
Science

3 33 22 ' 580 ' (25 ; ; ; 3B 2558 (3B] 330 (@D

4 28 ' 27 ' 58 ' (16)! 42 ' 37 ' 603' () 37 ' 36 ! 606 ' (21) !

5 : ! ! 37 ! 44 ! 616 ! (15| 34 ! 43 ! 617 ! (16) !
Social Studies

3 34 24 0564 (9 : | | 34 . 25 1 564, (35 |

4 38 31 .54, (6 37 33 .56, (2! 43 41 .50 . (2] 336 . (16

5 : | | 3 1371584 (15] 36 : 43 : 583 : (1 ;

" Different studentsin each testing period



Table6. Stanford Achievement Test* and M AP 2000 Basdline Results
Gordon Parks
(Enrollment 2001 = 83)

Fall 99 Spring 00 Fall 00 Spring 01 MAP 2000
Content Areaand I I I I I I I I I I I I I
Grade Leve NCE'GE'! SS' (N) {NCE'GE' SS' (N) INCE'GE'SS' (N) {NCE!GE' SS' (N) | NCE! (N)
Tested I I I I I I I I I I I I I
M athematics
1 24 V469, (1201 36 . ., 506: (13){ 38 . V4730 (/)1 41 5151 (29 |
2 o L jmy mieyje) isee|
Reading/Communication'Arts' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' '
1 3R 14700 (7)1 33 ¢ 14971 (12) 1 40 1452 0 (23) 1 44 1 52 1 (28) !
2 AR AR 3L 511! (18 38 ! 559! (3 i

" Different studentsin each testing period




MAP 2000

Spring 01

Lee A. Tolbert Community Academy
(Enrollment 2001 = 402)

Table7. Stanford Achievement Test* and M AP 2000 Basdaline Results
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Table 8. Stanford Achievement Test* and M AP 2000 Basdline Results
Scuola Vita Nuova
(Enrollment 2001 = 90)

Fall 99 Spring 00 Fall 00 Spring 01 MAP 2000
gf;g?lt_g/rdeafged NCEi GEi ss (N) NCEi GE ss (N) | NCE GEi ss (N) NCEi GE ss ) | Nce N)
M athematics I I I I I I I I I I I I I
K ' ' ' 47 ' 0.6 485! (17) ' ' ' 51 110! 494" (16) '
1 40 104478 (17)} 38 !13!510! (15)| 56 ! 12!507} (15| 61 ! 23! 551! (12) 5
2 32 1.3§ 512§ ani 33 2.1 542§ (16) | 39 1.6§ 523 (13) ! 41 2.5 556 (16)
3 33 12315481 (12) 34 1281568 (11)| 35 1241554 (15) | 37 1305741 (15) |
4 Lo Lo 34 1311573 (13| 42 ' 4.2 609 (15) 5
5 A A 28 139'597 ! (6)| 41 152631 (8 i
Reading/Communication Arts ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' '
K A 59 1.1} 477" (15) A 56 | 1.0 | 471 (16) !
1 4851.054685(15) 4851.955305(14) 69 51.755155(14) 5952.355535(12)
2 34 1161516 (15| 37 12415571 (17)} 39 1191531 (12| 39 |25!562! (16) |
3 43 +34:581: (9 35 :133:586: (11)] 40 :27:571:(15)} 42 :34:598: (15| 48 : (13
4 Lo Lo 2 134158 (12 42 44162 (14) 5
5 Lo Lo 30 1491628 (6)] 38 153632 (8 |
Science I I I I I I I I I I I I I
3 Lo 43 13.7:59 (11) L 46 135,604 (16) | 61 | (14)
4 44 42 607 (13) | 49 5.2 628§ (15)
5 L L 34 14016091 (6)} 42 1491628 (8 |
Social Studies | | N - o |
3 ; ; ; 38 129:570! (11) ; ; ; 38 13.0:571" (16) ;
4 A A 38 134578 (13)| 45 ' 43504 (15) |
5 43 50 © ! 55 69623 ®

" Different studentsin each testing period




Table9. Stanford Achievement Test* and M AP 2000 Baseline Results

AltaVista
(Enrollment 2001 = 108)
Fall 99 Spring 00 Fall 00 Spring 01 MAP 2000
g‘:;;?tgdeaﬁ;: o NCEi GEi ss (N) NCEi GEi ss (N) | NCE | GEE ss (N) NCEE GEi ss ™) | NcE N)
Mathematics . . . . . . . . . . . . .
9 37 177 664 (4 42 184:6714' (32 34 173:659 (51) ! 39 '8.0'669 ' (34) :
10 30 1741662 (13)} 30 180:668! (14) | 31 '75:'664: (16) | 33 1841674 (24)| 34 ' (13
1 31 1771666 (12)] 32 1841673 (16)| 34 !180'669! (12) | 36 ! 90 679! (12) |
12 26 !7.3.662! (13| 28 !81!669 (8| 39 !9.0!679! (13| 35 : 90680 (8 5
Reading/Communication Arts
9 30 17816741 (40} 40 18516811 (32) | 39 17816741 (50| 31 1696641 (34) |
10 21 157:649 (13)} 28 :7.2:669: (14! 30 :7.1:666: (16) | 29 1 7.2: 669 (24) 5
11 20 ;63 654 (11)| 33 182:680! (16) | 27 '7.0:668: (12| 31 179:677' (12| 41 ' (13
12 24 567 663 ! (13| 28 1791674 (8| 27 1721669 (13)| 30 ' 80676 (18) |
Science | | | | | I | I | | |
9 41 1811661 (42)| 38 180:657. ()| 36 73650 (50)| 36 | 75653, (34) :
10 29 569:648:(13) 3758.656635(14) 3357.856555(16) 3658.156605(24)
11 30 17.7:655: (12} 38 :95:669: (16) | 33 :182:660: (12| 34 :185:663: (12) | 35 ' (13
12 R 586 663 (13 37 192:671: (B | 35 :189:665: (13| 34 89 665 (18) 5
Social Studies . . o '
9 37 177,682 (42} 389, 85,639 (33| 38 ;77,63 (50) | 40 ;85,641 (34 !
10 33 180633 (19| 32 180!633! (14| 37 1841639 (16)| 42 97651 (24) |
1 3758856445(12) 35590 644|(16) 3758.9|644|(12) 3859.2|647|(12) 39 5(15)
12 32 1801638 (13 30584 6385 8| 34 18716431 (13} 37 19316481 (17) |

" Different students in each testing period




Table10. Stanford Achievement Test* and M AP 2000 Baseline Results

Don Bosco Education Center

(Enrollment 2001 = 166)

_ FaII_ 99 _ _SpringOO_ _ FaI!OO _ _ SpringOl_ MAP 2000
g?g;ee"tggaTaged NCEi GE ss (N) | NCE GEi ss N) NCEi GEi ss N) NCEi GE ss N) NCEi )
Mathematics . . . . . . . . . . . . .

9 22 1551638 (27)| 27 16416491 (20) | 26 | 60! 645! (55)| 28 | 65 ! 650 ! (25) |

10 15 1 56:638:(19)} 18 164:650:(13)} 22 : 65+ 650! (3B) | 15 : 61 : 645: (18)| 26 : (9

1 18 1 63:6451 (10)| 25 1741663 (6)! 20 ' 6.4 648 (17)| 15 ' 6.2 ' 646 1 (23) 5

12 26 1721650 (13)| 31 183!675'(23) ! 20 ' 6.6! 649! (10)| 16 ! 65 | 649 ' (32 |
Reading/Communication Arts | | | | | | | | | | | | |

9 18 |50 635, (20| 24 161652 (21) | 27 | 62! 652! (56)| 28 | 65 | 659 | (26) !

10 23 6.2 653 19! 23 6.6§ 658 13) | 30 7.2§ 666§ @7 21 6.6 656 (19)

11 25 1691663 (10)| 24 168:6621 (6)| 30 | 771 6721 (20)| 26 : 7.1 1667 ()| 39 ! (3

12 35 180683 (13)! 35 184:68:(23) i 30 81673 (12! 21 ' 68 661 ' () 5
Science I I I I I I I I I I I I

9 24 1541632 (27)1 29 166643 (2) | 25 ! 55' 632! (58)| 28 ! 6.2 ! 639 (26) !

10 21 158634 (18)| 21 '57!632' (13! 23 ' 60! 636 (35| 21 ' 58 635! (18) |

11 23 6.6 643 ani 2 6.6§ 642§ © 1 27 7.3§ 649§ 19| 20 6.1 639 @) | 20 ®)

12 26 1681653 (13)| 27 1 7.316511(24) | 17 156! 620! (12)} 19 | 61 ! 637 : (3) |
Social Studies o L L L ﬁ

9 27 '59:616' (27): 28 '6.7:623: (20 27 ' 6.0: 616' (56); 29 ' 6.9 ' 625 ' (26) :

10 23 1641620 (17)} 11 150 605! (12) ! 22 ' 63 619' (34)| 21 ' 66 ' 623 (18) E

1 21 1651621 (1) 22 170 627! (6)! 2 167624 (18} 20 67623 (D) 22 @

12 27 7.0 628§ 13| 23 70! 626§ @3 | 21 7.0’ 622§ an i 21 7.0 627 32)

" Different studentsin each testing period




Genesis School
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(Enrollment 2001 = 138)
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6
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8
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Science

6
7
8
9
10
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Social Studies

6
7
8
9
10
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" Different students in each testing period




Table12. Stanford Achievement Test* and M AP 2000 Baseline Results

Hogan Preparatory Academy

(Enrollment 2001 = 287)
Fall 99 Spring 00 Fall 00 Spring 01 MAP 2000
gfg&?ﬁggﬁag » NCEi GE ss (N) | NCE GE ss (N) | NCE GE ss (N) | NCE GE ss ™) | NcE N)
Mathematics
9 38 17616651 (82| 38 1 79668 (79| 3B | 7.81666:(82) | 41 | 85 672! (7)) |
10 36 :180:670:(63) | 32 : 83:673:(62)} 41 : 88 :678:(90)| 39 : 94:683: (87)| 37 : (64
11 40 19.0: 677 (65) | 68 ' 9.4 1682 (53)| 42 ' 91 :680:(70){ 36 ' 9.1 '680: (69 5
12 A A 45 199 :688: (47) | 3B : 95686 (43 |
Reading/Communication Arts ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' '
9 40 179,676, (80) | 46 | 9.4 1693 (78)| 40 | 7.9 | 676, (81) | 44 | 9.0 689 (71 !
10 3858.256815(63) 3959.056895(65) 4559.356935(84) 4359.556965(87)
11 44 19716981 (66) | 45 110117021 (52)| 41 | 931693 (70)| 40 | 931693 (68)| 50 | (59
12 Lo 5 5 5 5 47 1103:705: (47) | 49 :10.8: 711 : (43) 5
Science o o o o |
9 36 '73:652:(82) i 40 '182:661' (78 32 ' 67:645'(8) 36 ! 7.6 654" (71) ;
10 34 177656 (63| 33 ! 87 '664 (62| 41 ! 89 666 (90) ! 41 ' 9.2 669 (86) |
11 42 199673 (66) | 43 ! 103677 (53| 39 ' 92 669! (70) | 38 ' 93 669! (68| 37 ! (&3
12 47 10.9§ 683 @n i 4 1o.o§ 675§ (43)
Social Studies . o . o L
9 38 176:633:(8) 39 82640 (78 37 761632 (8) 39 821639 (7]) !
10 40 18816441 (63) ! 37 ' 89 644! (62} 45 ' 9.6 650 (90) | 43 ' 9.8 ! 653 (87) i
1 41 1961649 (66) | 42 ' 97 '650' (53)| 38 ' 9.0 ' 646 (70) | 40 ' 96650’ (68)| 43 ' (53
12 45510.256555(47) 40510.056525(43)

" Different students in each testing period




Table 13. Stanford Achievement Test* and M AP 2000 Basaline Results
Southwest Charter School
(Enrollment 2001 = 475)

~ Fall 99

Fall 00

Spring 01_

MAP 2000

gfg&?iggaﬁged NCE GEi sS (N) NCEi GE | S5 (N) | NCE GEi ss (N) | NCE GE SS N) | Nce (N)
Mathematics . . . . . . . . . . . . .

6 40 15916331 (76)| 48 | 7.216551 (69| 35 15116241 (126)| 38 | 56635 (118) |

7 38 1656471 (55)| 44 + 7.7 1663:(51)| 37 :65: 645 (121)| 42 : 7.2 1 658 (117) 5

8 54 1921685 (23| 63 1108706 (20)| 36 168654 (111)| 41 : 7.8 1665 ()| 57 ' (21

9 o o % [ 7.3,660; (76)| 45 | 91680 (57) i

10 A o 3 1741664! (15 37 | 9168l (14) |
Reading/Communication Arts | | | | I | | I | | | |

6 41 15816431 (76)| 52 | 7.31666: (70)| 40 |56:642:(122)| 44 | 6.1 1651 (116) |

7 44 16916621 (55| 49 | 8316781 (50)| 42 16716581 (116)} 45 | 751670 (114)| 51 i (50)

8 55 1941695 (23 64 11091718 (20)| 40 ' 7.2: 667 (109) | 46 ' 85 :683: (100) 5

9 A E L 41 1821678 (75! 42 ' 89 1685 (56) E

10 L L 3 1796750 (15| 49 11011706 (14) E
Science | | | | | I | | I | | | |

6 44 160,635 (78) | 52 | 7.4 1651; (70)| 40 154630} (125 43 | 59 636 (118 |

7 47 17316511 (55) | 52 1 8016591 (51)| 44 16816461 (125! 44 | 691647 (116)| 49 | (52

8 52 19.2:670: (24){ 62 +10.7:688: (20)| 39 :7.0:647: (116)| 47 : 86 :663: (97) 5

9 Lo 5 C 37 1751653 (76) 45 ' 93 1668 (57) 5

10 A L 37 183!661! (15| 38 ! 89 !663! (14) |
Social Studies B | - B | - |

6 45 162! 615, (78)| 49 ! 74629 (7))} 38 !50!603! (122)| 42 | 6.1 615 (119) !

7 43 7.o§ 624§ (55) | 48 8.1 637§ (1) | 42 6.8§ 622§ (123) | 44 75 631§ (116)

8 56 19.81 6531 (23)| 62 11071665: (20){ 39 17216261 (116)| 43 | 801636! (99| 61 1 (21)

9 SR L | mooien ) @ joies: G|

10 A E L 41 1891645 (15)| 52 '11.0'663' (14) E

" Different studentsin each testing period




Table 14. Stanford Achievement T&st* and M AP 2000 Baseline Results
Urban Community L eader ship Academy
(Enrollment 2001 = 147)

Fall 99 Spring 00 Fall 00 Spring 01 MAP 2000
gfg&?ﬁggﬁag » NCE GE ss (N) | NCE GEi ss (N) | NCE GE ss (N) | NCE GE ss ™) | NcE N)
Mathematics
6 22 13916011 (32)| 28 146:618!(35)| 30 14716141 (32)] 30 149:621: (37 |
7 19 144:613:(46) | 30 '156:638: (48) | 24 +149:622: (43)| 30 56638 (37) 5
8 27 15616371 (33) | 38 174:660: (24) | 28 157638 (49| 3L 162:647: (42| B (W
Reading/Communication Arts ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' '
6 23 139612 (32) | 27 1431620 (37)| 30 146624 (34)| 30 '45!626" (38) !
7 24 146624 (A1)} 27 '51'635' (47)| 27 1491631 (42)| 32 '56'646! (3| 30 ! @
8 30 5.9 649§ 34 43 7.9§ 677§ 41 29 5.7 647§ 49) ! 31 6.1 653 (39)
Science . . . . . . . . . . . . .
6 23 132:59:(33); 30 142:616:(35); 38 150:625 (34 32 143618 (3) !
7 30 1481623 (43| 29 148162 (47) | 30 147162 (40| 34 :153:630:(36) | 28 (@47
8 28 151:628'(34) | 37 '66: 645 (24) ! 30 '53'631' (54) | 30 '56° 635 (42) i
Social Studies - - I I |
6 21 131575 (33) | 28 142.:593:(35) ! 33 145597 (34) ! 32 |46:598; (38) :
7 24 43 594§ @) 31 5.5§ 609 @ni 24 43 593§ (39)! 33 5.8 613§ (36)
8 34 16416181 (34) | 38 17216291 (24| 29 15516111 (54| 20 161:616 (42| 39 | (9

" Different studentsin each testing period




Table 15. Stanford Achievement T&et* and M AP 2000 Basdline Results

Westport Edison Community Middle and Secondary

(Enrollment 2001 = 764)

Fall 99 Spring 00 Fall 00 Spring 01 MAP 2000

Content Areaand I I I I I I I I I I I I I
Grade Levd NCE ' GE' SS ! (N) NCE! GE! SS ' (N) NCE ' GE! SS ' (N) NCE ' GE' SS ! (N) NCE ' (N)
Tested ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ;
Mathematics

6 29 '45:613! (199 i 36 :54:631! (2060} 28 144:611 (250)i 40 !'6.0:639! (235 !

7 24 150,623, (216) { 31 ;59,638 (2300 27 53,628, (68)! 31 ;59,639 (255 :

8 20 158,640 (224) ! 35 168.:654, (245! 31 160:643, (57} 35 16965 (246) | 35 | (240)

9 | | | | | | 29 165,649, (220) | | | |

10 I I I I I | 35 7.9 668 (264) | I I 40 . (216)

1 Lo Lo 36 1841672 (19) Lo :
Reading/Communication Arts

6 27 1431618 (178) | 36 1531633 (208) | 29 1 43:622: (233) | 40 56 644 (232 :

7 27 1'49'632'(203) 1 35 162651 (22901 34 '57:644 (67)i 40 '6.7:660' (253) | 42 ' (224)

8 30 '59:!649! (27){ 35 :168:663!(248)! 29 '59:648: (570 36 !6.9! 664" (248 !

9 I I I I I I 35 7.1, 666 . (220) I | | :

10 : I I I I I 3B 174,671, (225) : I I |

11 A A 35 84682 (190) A 41 ) (13R)
Science

6 30 140:613:(206)} 36 149:625: (210)| 32 142615 (249} 41 156632 (235 :

7 32 1501624 (222) | 46 17.3:650: (230)| 36 :55:632: (66)] 48 :7.6:654: (254 | 3B : (227)

8 31 '56:633:(231) i 37 '68:646 (249): 32 '57:635' (5 i 38 ' 6.8 646 (248) :

9 I I I I I I 31 ;64,642 (228) : I I |

10 I I I I I I 34 7.8 655 (240 I I I I

11 I I I I I I 36 187,663, (183 | | I A (19
Social Studies

6 29 140.:58, (205 35 /50,603 (208) 29 40:590, (250)1 44 163 618, (234 I

7 28 147,59 (214) | 39 168:622: (228)| 33 54,608, (65! 38 6.6 620 (255) :

8 33 16.1:616: (230){ 43 180:635: (248)! 30 :57:612: (58)| 45 82638 (247) :

9 o o 31 166:62: (29 i

10 Lo Lo 36 182,638 (249 Lo :

11 I I I I I I 35 186,642, (177) : I I |

" Different studentsin each testing period
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Missouri charter school legidation contans the requirement for a study of charter
schools. Research & Training Associates, Inc. was contracted by the Missouri Department of
Elementary and Secondary Education to conduct a sx-month study of the Kansas City,
Missouri charter schools.

Seventeen charter schools are located within the geographicad area encompassng the Kansas
City Missouri School Didtrict.  Fifteen of the charter schools completed their second year of
operation during the 2000-01 school year and are included in the legidatively mandated
evauation study of charter schools.

Ten of the charter schools in the study are newly crested, four are the expansion or addition of
a school by a community-based organization, and one is a pre-exiging private school. Ten of
the charter schools are sponsored by Centrd Missouri State University.  They include
Academie Lafayette, Alta Vista Charter School, Banneker Charter Academy of Technology,
Ddla Lamb Elementary, Don Bosco Education Center, Gordon Parks Elementary, Hogan
Preparatory Academy, Scuola Vita Nuova, Southwest Charter School, and Urban Community
Leadership Academy. The University of Missouri-Kansas City sponsors Academy of Kansas
City, Allen Edison Educationd Village, Lee A. Tolbet Community Academy, and Geness
School. The Kansas City Missouri School Digtrict (KCMSD) operates Westport Community
Middle and Secondary Schools. Six of the schools have an outsde organization (referred to
a an educaiond management organization) that operates the school:  Charter School
Adminidrative Services operates Academy of Kansas City, Edison Schools operates Allen
Edison Educationa Village and Westport Community Middle and Secondary School, School
Futures Research Foundation operates Alta Visa Charter School and Banneker Charter
Academy of Technology, and Beacon Education, Inc. operates Southwest Charter School.

The Executive Summary summarizes findings from the sx-month evauation study and makes
recommendations for future evauation efforts.  Findings are from implementation chalenges
reported by charter school administrators and charter school board members, attitudes about
and expectations for charter schools reported by KCMSD administration, KCMSD school
board members, members of the business community and other members of the community;
perspectives of charter school parents about ther child's school; and basdine measures of
Student achievement.

IMPLEMENTATION FINDINGS

O The ovewhdming mgority of Sudents entering charter schools were drawn from the
KCMSD sudent population. Some schools additiondly recruited students who were not
yet of school age in the hopes of retaning these students throughout their eementary
caeer. Comparatively few dudents were drawn from the private school student
population.



The 15 charter schools in the study served more than 5,000 students during the 2000-01
school year.  Thirty-five percent of charter school students attend the Westport Middle
and Secondary School operated by the KCMSD. The number of students served by a
school ranges from 83 to 1,745 students, with a charter school average of 335 students.
About one-fourth of the students attended grades K-3, fewer than 10% attended grades 4
5, about one-third attended grades 6-8, and about one-third attended grades 9-12.

Smilar to some nationd findings and agoropos the Missouri chater school legidation's
focus on disadvantaged students, most of the charter schools enrolled students who have
demographic characteristics smilar to the KCMSD sudent population in terms of gender,
digibility for free or reduced price lunch, and racid/ethnic identity. Ovedl,
proportionately fewer non-minority students enrolled in charter schools than are enrolled
in the digtrict.

Basdine achievement on the MAP indicates that dementary and high school students
entering charter schools demondrate somewhat lower achievement than do ther didrict
peers.  These results indicate that early fears tha charter schools would dran
predominantly higher peaforming or nontminority sudents from the didrict ae not
substantiated in the aggregate. However, severa charter schools serve student populations
that match few schools in the didrict in tems of their lower racid/ethnic minority
composition and/or alower percentage of students digible for free or reduced price lunch.

Implementation problems experienced by charter schools were smilar to many of those
experienced naiondly and reported in the nationd evauation. Smilar to nationd
findings, most Kansas City charter schools reported insufficient tart-up funds and many
reported inadequate facilities. Kansas City charter schools differed from charter schools
nationdly in the grester extent to which they reported difficulty with daffing, induding
meeting teacher certification requirements, teacher burnout, teacher turnover, and
problems with the management and adminidration of charter schools. The late approva
of chater schools appears to have had its mogt detrimenta effects on daff hiring.
Changes in adminigtrators and teachers occurred for many of the charter schools within
the first year of operation.

For dl chater schools, the unexpected legidatively enacted didtrict withholding of amost
$1000 per child proved to be the mgor problem experienced in the first year of operation.
For the digrict, the approvd of as many as 15 charter schools and the loss of severd
thousand students and the revenue they generate was a mgor problem.

Charter school and digtrict reaionships in the fird year of implementation were
problematic according to most charter school respondents.  Many charter  school
regpondents indicated they had insufficient knowledge and adminigtrative support to meet
the many requirements for their operation as dmost a separate school didtrict.  Didtrict
respondents indicated that charter school Staff required extensve assistance in the many
aspects of school operations and management. A mgor source of these problems was
related to identifying specid needs students, obtaining district records, and meseting the



needs of these dudents. Charter school respondents indicated that relationships had
improved in the second year of operations.

One of the theoretical bases on which charter schools are defined in the research literature
is their autonomy from the locad didrict and its bureaucratic obsacles to effective
ingruction. The issue of autonomy has complicated results for charter schools. On the
one hand, principas report that one of the best aspects of administration in charter schools
is the ability to avoid lengthy bureaucratic procurement procedures and to independently
contract for repairs, goods and services. On the other hand, the lack of bureaucracy
supporting the many functions required of public schools—particularly public  schools
operating independently of a didtrict’s bureaucracy—presents a management obstacle as
well. The issue of autonomy from bureaucracy versus support from the bureaucracy is an
important issue in Kansas City given the legidatively enacted didrict student withholding
amount. Many charter school respondents expressed the opinion that it was not clear what
savices the didrict was providing in terms of support. Some digtrict respondents
indicated that they are unclear about how the autonomy from, versus support from, the
digtrict bureaucracy might be operationdized.

Not dl dudents who initidly enrolled in charter schools reman throughout the yesr.
About 60% of charter school principas indicate thet some students transferred back to the
KCMSD from their charter schools. Principals report an average of 19 students transfer
back to the KCMSD, ranging from 3 to 58 students among charter schools. One charter
school lost 20 students because transportation was not provided in the first year of
operation. In another school, more than 50 students re-entered the KCMSD because the
charter school did not serve the next grade level. Severa principds report that some of
the students were dismissed due to behavior problems. One school logt a few students
because foster parent placement changed.

Obtaining information from parents of chater school sudents proved difficult within a
ax-month period of time. Some schools had dready conducted parent surveys, others
were dtempting to develop a survey tha combined the items required for evauation
purposes with items that provided data needed by the school to improve services. Among
the five schools that surveyed parents within the sx-month study period, parents reported
to be well satisfied with many aspects of their charter school.

Community member interviewees agree tha an improved public education sysem that
delivers a qudity education to dl children is needed. In generd, community members
believe that not enough evidence has been gathered thus far to decide whether charter
schools have a viable role that warrants adding more charter schools.  About 50% of
community interviewees are undecided whether there should be more charter schools, and
more than 35% believe that additiona charter schools should not be approved at thistime.

Discussons with charter school adminidrators indicated unanimous support for the beief
that they can amdiorate the prior effects of economic and educationd disadvantagement
on dudents through a sdected indructiond modd or sdected teacher qualities.
Additiondly, charter schools that are embedded in community-based services believe they



can achieve educationd success by meeting the comprehensive needs of students and their
families.

BASELINE STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT

O Andyss of basdine MAP achievement data indicated that in most content areas and grade

@)

levels, charter school students in the aggregate are lower achieving than ther peers in the
digrict. However, no consgent pattern of meaningful differences in the basdine MAP
achievement of minority students in KCMSD and charter schools exisgts. Both KCMSD
and charter school students scored significantly and meaningfully below state averages.

Detalled andyss of basdine MAP data a the individua charter school level reveded that
a great ded of variation occurs among and between charter schools. Across dl MAP
subjects and dl grades, Academie Lafayette students score smilarly to or above the Sate
average! Southwest Charter Middle School students score above the state average in 8"
grade socid studies and similarly to the state average in 8" grade mathematics. They
score above the KCMSD average in 7" grade communications arts and 7" grade science.
The only other charter schools that score above the KCMSD average are Scuola Vita
Nuova in 3" grade communications arts and Westport Community Middle School in 7"
grade science.

In communications arts, Allen Edison Educationd Village, Wesport Community Middle
School, and Hogan Preparatory Academy score smilarly to the KCMSD students in their
respective grade levels.  In mathematics, Academy of Kansas City scores smilarly to the
KCMSD average for 4" grade mathematics, but below the KCMSD average for 8" grade
mathematics.  Charter schools scoring amilarly to the KCMSD  average include Allen
Edison Educationd Village, Hogan Preparatory Academy, and Westport Community
Middle Schooal.

In stience, Allen Edison Educetiona Village and Hogan Preparatory School score
amilarly to the KCMSD average in their respective grades tested. In socid sudies, Allen
Edison Educationd Village, Academy of Kansas City, Westport Community Middle
School, and Hogan Preparatory Academy score smilarly to the KCMSD average in their
respective grades tested.

In al subjects tested for al grades tested, charter schools scoring below the KCMSD
average on basdine MAP tesing include Banneker Charter Academy, Dela Lamb
Elementary, Lee A. Tolbet Academy, Geness School, Urban Community Leadership
Academy, Alta Vigta Charter School, Don Bosco Center, and Westport Community High
Schoal.

Legidative direction for the evauation of chater schools included a request for
“comparable schools’ comparisons.  The groupings that emerged were based on the

! Academie Lafayette has asimilar percentage of minority students (about two-thirds) but alower percentage of
students who are eligible for free or reduced price lunch (40%) than the typical district school.



characterigtics of students within charter schools, which were then matched as closdy as
possible to digrict schools. Smilar grade level was a mgor source of grouping, followed
by the percentage of poverty students attending a school and the percentage of students
who ae members of racid/ethnic minority groups. The following basdine comparison
groups emerged from this andyss (1) dementary schools with high percentages of
poverty sudents, (2) dementary schools with high poverty and racidly-mixed student
populations, (3) dementary schools with baanced poverty and high-minority student
populations, (4) foreign language schools, (5) middle schools, (6) regular high schools, (6)
college preparatory schools, and (7) dternative schools.

Sudents in KCMSD high poverty/high minority schools in 3" grade scored mesningfully
higher in al subject aress than 3" grade students in each of the four high poverty/high
minority charter schools.  Third grade sudents in the charter school foreign language
school scored amilaly to students & one of KCMSD's foreign language comparison
schools and higher than the other in communications arts  In 8" grade mathematics, one
charter middle school scored meaningfully above its most comparable KCMSD school
and above dl other middle schools. The other two charter middle schools are smilar to
other KCMSD middle schools, with more than 85% of the students scoring in the lowest
two leves in 8" grade mathematics. Although similar in the percentage of poverty and
minority student populations, the basdine student performance on communication arts
differed dramaticdly for the chater college preparatory school and the KCMSD
preparatory school. Three-fourths of the students a the charter school scored at the lowest
two levels, compared to 5% at the KCMSD college preparatory school. In math, amost
al of the chater school college preparatory school students scored at the lowest two
levels a basdline, compared to 34% at the KCMSD college preparatory school.  All
dternative schools experienced difficulty in testing students, the result is that the numbers
are too low for meaningful comparisons.

Fal-spring results on the Stanford 9 Achievement Test were examined for each charter
school and each school year by grade level configurations  1-6 and 22 for the four
content areas tested. Each fdl-gpring comparison was tdlied as representing a positive
gan in achievement relative to the growth rate of the naionad norming group, growth in
achievement a the same raie of the nationd norming group, and a negatlive gan in
achievement reative to the growth rate of the nationa norming group.

At leest 70% of the 155 combinations of fall-gpring results for charter school studertsin
grades 1-6 in reading, mathematics, science, and socid sudies resulted in postive gans in
achievement—indicating tudent achievement a a higher rate than the nationd norming
group. About 20% of comparisons generated negative achievement gains, indicating
dudent achievement & a lower rate than the nationd norming group. About 10% of
comparisons generated zero gains, indicating growth at the rate of the nationd norming
group. Results are dmogt identical for grades 7-12.

Matchedust dent andyss on SAT 9 Reading Achievement and SAT 9 Mathematics
Achievement was conducted for each chater school for each possble combination of
testing cycles: (1) fal 1999 and spring 2000, (2) fdl 1999 and fall 2000, (3) fal 2000 and



spring 2001, and (4) spring 2000 and spring 2001.  All students in a school who were
tested a both time frames for each possible combination were included in the andyss.
Matched data for eementary chater schools is not yet widdy avalable and no
generdizable resuts are yet evident. Thus, matched andyds for dementary schools is
provided on an individua school basis.

OElementary students a Academie Lafayette score above the national average on
dandardized tests of reading and mathematics achievement; students grow a about the
same rate as ther national peers based on an annud testing cycle and grow a a dightly
higher rate than their nationd peers based on afdl-spring testing cycle.

Oon average, Banneker Charter Academy students score at the 31% NCE (the 19
percentile) in both reading and mathematics and, based on a fdl-goring testing cycdle,
grow at arate dightly above their nationa peers.

ODifferent test results for Della Lamb Elementary students were obtained depending on
which teging cyde is examined. The fdl-goring pretest score indicated that Della
Lamb dudents are near the nationd average in reading and mahemétics, the spring-
spring pretest scores indicate that they score well below average at the 33 NCE (the
21% percentile) in reading and the 29" NCE (the 16™ percentile) in mathematics. Fall-
soring results indicate an average growth rate somewhat below their national peers. The
annud resultsindicate a growth rate consderably above their nationd peers.

OsStudents at Lee A. Tolbert Community Academy score on average at the 35" NCE
(the 24" percentile) in reading and a the 31% NCE (the 19" percentile) in mathematics.
Students grow a a higher rate than their national peers based on a fdl-gring testing

cycle.

Oswudents a Scuola Vita Nuova generdly grow a the rate of their nationa peers in
reading, dthough fluctuations occur that are dightly above or dightly below that rate
depending on the testing cycle  In mathematics, students at Scuola Vita Nuova
genadly gow at arate that exceeds their nationd peers.

Orhe frequency and consistency of testing a both fal and spring norming periods for
both school years for middle, high school, and dternative charter schools leads to more
genedized findings. Students who entered middle school, high school, and dternative
chater schools in the fdl of 1999 varied gregtly in ther average reading and
mathematics achievement levels. The lowest peforming sudents on average entered
the Urban Community Leedership Academy, with an average reading achievement
NCE of 27 (the 14" percentile), and Westport Edison Community Middle School, with
an average reading achievement NCE of 29 (the 16 percentile). Students a Don
Bosco Education Center entered a an average mathematics achievement NCE of 23
(the 10" percentile). The highest peforming students entered Southwest Charter
School at a reading achievement NCE of 46 (the 43" percentile) and Hogan Preparatory
Academy at areading achievement NCE of 40 (the 33" percentile).



Oror dl chater schools serving middle, high, and dternative school student populations
in the 1999-00 school year, student reading achievement grew at a rate that matched or
exceeded ther nationd peers for both fal-spring results and fdl-fal results Reading
achievement test results for the 2000-01 school year yielded more mixed results, with
some schools demondrating rates of growth below their nationad peers.  Mahematics
results demonstrated mixed results for different testing cycles and different schools.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE EVALUATION EFFORTS

O Future evduation efforts would benefit from a doser working relationship with ongoing
evaduation efforts in the KCMSD to identify successes experienced within the didrict as
well as those experienced by charter schools. Knowledgesble KCMSD evauators could
better inform the “comparable schools’ comparisons, paticularly in terms of dmilarity of
instructional approaches and structural characteristics.

O The aggregation of results for &l cherter schools and dl district schools should be
cautioudy interpreted. The methodologicd tendency to base evauations on these aggregate
comparisons is based on the faulty assumption that districts are uniform with respect to
ineffective bureaucracy and poor qudity of ingruction across dl schools. A more precise
definition of wha conditutes the indructiond “trestment” for charter schools would
improve the qudity of evaduations and adlow for higher qudity “comparable schools’
comparisons. For example, some KCMSD schools and some charter schools implement the
Success for All modd, some in both contexts implement an intensive phonics-based direct
indruction modd, and some in both contexts implement an intendve Bdanced Literacy
model. Future evauations should include measures of the important features of ingtruction.

O Badine sructurd andyses would benefit from some measure of prior achievement. This
data is unavalable at the present time, but dternatives for obtaining such a messure
should be pursued. This data would ade in the interpretation of whether, in addition to
atracting more minority students in middle and secondary grades, charter schools aso
atract lower-performing students, and to what extent the differences between the MAP
performance of KCMSD and charter school students is due to effects of initid Student
achievement levd. Over time, the qudity of chater school evaudion measures dso
could be improved if other theoreticdly important varigbles (such as student attendance,
quaity of teaching and learning, parent involvement, and home literacy activity) can be
included in the modd.

O The study of charter school performance would benefit from a discusson about what
information the SAT 9 can reasonably provide in terms of improving indruction and
evauating sudent peformance. The possble effects of over-testing for students who are
given the complete SAT 9 batery in the fdl, in the soring, and then who additiondly
participate in multiple days of MAP testing is an issue that requires further discusson.

O Tesing in the firs year of charter school implementation did not dways yidd a
representative sample of sudents, additiondly, student turnover dfter the first year in



svad schools diminished the representativeness of data from the firsd year. As the
representativeness of data improves and the numbers of sudents tested over time
increases, matched student analysis by grade level should be conducted.

Both the KCMSD and charter schools have a financidly based need to know who is
atracting and who is losng sudents. However, annud cross-sectiond andyss and
comparison of this daa is not very reliable among student populeations with higtories of
frequent entry and exit from schools. The need exigs didrictwide to know how many
dudents and why students are entering and exiting didtrict and charter schools within and
across school years, and whether this mobility results in the failure of students to adequately
atend any school for a aufficient length of time to acquire age- and grade-appropriate sKill
levels. The need to limit the number of trangtions students make within the school year and
throughout the grade levels has been cited as a criticd factor by both early childhood
educators and adolescent development experts.  Retaining students across multiple grade
levelsis akey dement of severd charter schools.



